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DOM EE ANI 


THE genesis of this book may be interesting. Early in the 
seventies I was impelled by zeal for progress to prepare the 
first draft of a somewhat full commentary on Genesis for the 
use of critically-minded students. The reason why the com- 
pletion of this work was postponed was my realisation of the 
large part which Assyriological researches were destined to play 
in the renaissance of Biblical studies. ‘With fresh archeological 
and Assyriological evidence I hoped to return some day to 
a problem which as yet “baffled” me’ (Origin of the Psalter, 
1891, Introduction, p. xvii.). But the study was not given 
up, and contributions were made from time to time to the 
questions arising out of Genesis, ¢g. (in 1877) to a very 
important one, ‘Can the Yahwistic narrative [in the early 
chapters of Genesis] be safely broken up into several’? 
None of these questions, however, could as yet be adequately 
answered, and it was the planning (by different scholars) of 
the [nternational Critical Commentary and the Encyclopedia 
Biblica which stimulated me to further study. The word 
‘international’ (familiar to readers of the original Academy) 
in connexion with scholarship expresses not only the ideal 
of these two works (and of Dr. Appleton’s Academy), but the 
spirit in which I resumed the definite plan of a critical 
commentary. For the editors of the Juternational Com- 
mentary were good enough to entrust me with the preparation 
of the volume on Genesis in their series. 

No scholar, however, can be tied even to his own spoken 
or written words. As time goes on, he must make progress, 
and not merely by inches. It became at length clear to me 
that the editors would have to show me some measure of 
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indulgence. I wrote, therefore, to one of them, stating that 
while the current critical views on Genesis would in my 
proposed work have the lion’s share of representation, yet I 
could not keep out references to new solutions of problems 
affected by my own new conclusions as to the Hebrew text 
and its meaning. I added that I hoped two volumes would 
not be deemed too much for such an important book as 
Genesis. I was informed, however, by Dr. Driver in a 
courteous letter that the American editor (Dr. Briggs) and 
publishers considered two volumes too much, and that they 
wished me (since I had offered to retire, if this seemed best) 
to produce what I had to say on Genesis in an ‘ independent 
work.’ Certainly my own plan (of giving the lion’s share of 
representation to views which I did not myself hold) appeared 
to me extremely generous, and the limitation of the Inter- 
national Commentary on Genesis to one volume seemed 
highly injurious to the interests of study. But the responsi- 
bility for the acceptance of my offer does not rest with my 
friend and colleague Dr. Driver. 

Anything like a recast, with supplementary additions, of 
my former unpublished work seems to me to have become 
unnecessary. Dr. Skinner, who has written so well on 
Isaiah, will, I hope, do all that his narrow limits allow 
for Genesis. But there is much, very much, to be done, 
which I at least cannot, as a friend of progress, omit. In 
spite of a sore trouble, which visited me as the present work 
approached completion, I have finished and have now 
printed the best upon Genesis and Exodus known to me. _ I 
trust that something may have been gained both for textual 
criticism and for the better comprehension of the early 
traditions and beliefs of the Israelites. It is no mere com- 
mentary which is now presented to the friends of critical 
progress. 


OXFORD, Afpré/ 23, 1907. 


[The manuscript of this work, apart from the Index, was sent to the publishers 
in November 1906. ] 


TNS DU GC Liou 


THE persistent energy and resourceful ingenuity lavished 
by so many modern critics on the Hexateuch has by no 
means been unrewarded, but experienced scholars will admit 
that many of the results are far from final, and that 
numerous textual and historical difficulties await a more 
satisfactory explanation. There is therefore ample room 
for a fresh study of the early Hebrew traditions from a 
point of view which may perhaps do more justice alike to 
form and to contents. The problems of various kinds now 
before us are partly new, partly old questions which have 
lately become more complicated and difficult. The co- 
operation of critical scholars is therefore very much to be 
desired, as well as a more general recognition of the necessity 
of pioneering work. Unfortunately there is a tendency 
among members of the older school to misunderstand critical 
pioneers, and when they see new methods applied they are 
too often offended. Hence a deadlock threatens us, which 
I would fain contribute to avert. And as a preliminary ta 
this it is right to mention a piece of doubtless unconscious 
unfairness which often meets my eye. It seems to be the 
fashion among some scholars to represent Winckler and 
Hommel as the only pioneers, the only original workers, in 
a certain field of study.’ It is time that a protest should 
be raised against books and articles which convey such a 
wrong impression to readers. To offer an opinion on the 
‘North Arabian theory’ without having carefully studied 


1 In refutation of this misrepresentation, see //zbbert Journal, July 
1903, p. 755, note 1; Cheyne, Book of Psalms (1904), introd, p. xiv 
note 1; Crit. Bib. (1903-1904). 
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the points of view, the facts, and the results of all the 
investigators, is neither just in itself, nor conducive to the 
attainment of the great object which we have at heart. 

As things now are, it is, I fear, only the field of early 
religious beliefs, of mythology and archeology, in which 
some amount of friendly co-operation among critics of all 
schools is possible, and even here the undue predominance 
of literary criticism hinders one from feeling that confidence 
which would otherwise be natural. Besides this, the com- 
parative backwardness of textual criticism is unpropitious 
to common study. The value of critical theories as to the 
contents of an old Hebrew book depends on the soundness 
of their textual basis, and I wonder how many scholars 
have a clear conception of the textual work that lies before 
them! Of too many of our guild it may be truly said that 
they ‘do not probe the wounds of the text half deeply 
enough, and lack that wide acquaintance with the textual 
phenomena, with the habits of the scribes and editors, and 
with recurring types of corruption, which has to be super- 
added to the rules applied by earlier scholars.* I do not 
myself know where to point for as great a monument of 
text-critical ability in 1906 as that which Wellhausen gave 
us in his Der Text der Biicher Samuelis in 1871. But 
ought we in 1906 to be no further advanced than we were 
in 1371? 

This neglect and this deficiency are avenged by the 
tardy progress of the historical investigation of the O.T. 
Our critics are too much afraid of innovations. This is 
true even of Eduard Meyer, whose recent work, Daze 
Israeliten und thre Nachbarstimme (1906), in spite of its 
provocative character, it would ill become me to pass over.” 
The general moderation of the book will doubtless commend 
it to not a few English scholars. And yet how peculiar 
that moderation is! It does not prevent the author from 
rejecting with insistent dogmatism the fundamental elements 
of the N. Arabian theory, in spite of the strong critical 
evidence derived from the O.T.; and it allows him to repeat 

! Crit. Bib. prologue, pp. 3, 4. 


* See ‘Survey of Literature on the History of Israel,’ Review of 
Philosophy and Theology, edited by Prof. Menzies, January 1907. 
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what he said seventeen years ago, that Nimrod is a very 
common Libyan name, and that this Libyan name was 
brought by Egyptians to Palestine, and placed in a new 
connexion ;* also that ‘Shur’ means ‘the frontier rampart of 
Egypt, and that ‘Mdésheh’ (Moses), the greatest of Israel’s 
heroes, derived his name from the language of the 
oppressors, a theory than which none can be more violently 
improbable.” As a textual critic, Meyer is of the same 
school as Stade. It grieves me much that neither of these 
scholars should have as yet cut himself free from the 
mechanical and superficial criticism which was perhaps 
unavoidable in the last century. This is how, in 1906, 
Meyer comments (p. 489, note 5) on the strange statement 
of the traditional text of Judg. iii. 31: ‘ According to this 
passage Shamgar smote the Philistines (!)? with an ox-goad. 
So confined was the imagination of these miserable scribes 
(Screbenten). Of the names Shamgar, Anath, Ya‘el, he can 
only say (p. 489) that, while he will not guarantee their 
genuineness, he does not see who could have invented the 
two latter names. And on Winckler’s proposal to explain 
the corrupt word oww (MT., ‘their root’) in Judg. v. 14 
by the Assyrian verb shdru ‘senken, niederlassen,’ he 
remarks (p. 492) that, though ‘ingenious,’ it is ‘still prob- 
lematical. No suggestion occurs to him as a textual 
critic. 

Meyer, then, can be a very disappointing critic of the 
O.T., though, with his stores of varied learning, he cannot 
help making sometimes direct or indirect contributions to 
study from one or another point of view. I meet him with 
the same frankness with which he has met me, and must 
express the conviction that without a broader conception of 
method he will not do his best work in the O.T. In 


1 Die Israeliten, pp. 448 f.; cp. ZATW viii. 47, and Gesch. 
des alten Aegyptens (1887). 

2 See E. Bib., ‘Moses,’ § 2, and below on Ex. ii. 10. I know that 
Meyer regards the genealogies in Chronicles as ‘werthloses Zeug.’ 
Still I will point out here that in 1 Chr. xxiii. both Mésheh and Mashi 
occur among names which are demonstrably N. Arabian. The 
Chronicler knew things which came down from antiquity, though he 
could not see their bearing. 

3 The note of admiration is Meyers. 
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criticising him thus, I criticise my former self; I take up no 
arrogant attitude towards the many-sided author of the 
Geschichte des Alterthums. 

From Hugo Winckler, whose brilliant pioneering works 
I have often commended to advanced students,’ I am partly 
separated, not only by my own deeper interest in religious 
ideas, but also by my long-reached conviction of the 
necessity of an improved textual criticism. As a textual 
critic, Winckler is no doubt on the whole bolder than 
Meyer, but he is deficient in method, and singularly incon- 
sistent. Sometimes one is struck with surprise at his 
fertility in conjecture, and yet, on turning the page, one 
finds him unsuspiciously conservative where there is a loud 
call for methodical correction. The reason may perhaps 
be that he has not realised the extent of the danger to 
which all the Hebrew texts, narrative as well as poetical or 
prophetic, were for centuries exposed. I am not surprised 
that Baentsch has recently become a decided follower of 
Winckler.2 Not being himself an advanced textual critic, 
there was little but educational prejudice to hinder him 
from doing so, and any educational prejudices his fearless 
love of truth has overcome. 

It has been my unpleasant duty to lay repeated stress 
on the imperfections of our textual criticism. Scholars 
have hardly yet assimilated the idea that the letters of the 
traditional text are no more infallible than the points, and 
that the latest Jewish editors used a large amount of con- 
jectural emendation. Those editors, however, were as 
conscientious as they were uncritical, and so, very often, 
they have left indications of an older underlying text. ‘In 
my own judgment the only way to escape from a deadlock 
is to study the recurrent types of corruption in the received 
Hebrew text, and in that presupposed by the LXX., and the 
habits of the ancient editors in their manipulation of corrupt 
words, and so to be guided quite simply and naturally to 
new methods; and (2) to allow ourselves to receive sug- 
gestions in the application of our new methods from the 

1 See especially ‘Babylon and the Bible,’ Hibsert Journal, Oct. 


1903 ; Brble Problems, pp. 143-145, 255-260. 
* Altorientalischer und Israelitischer Monotheismus (1906). 
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theory that the peoples by which the Israelites as known to 
us [from the literature] were most directly influenced were 
[together with the Canaanites] those of the N. Arabian 
borderland.’? 

According to Ed. Meyer (p. 455) the theory of a 
confusion between Misrim (the N. Arabian Musri) and 
Misraim (Egypt) ‘has met with very much acceptance, and in 
many works, eg. the &. Bzd., and in Gunkel’s commentary 
on Genesis, is treated as completely proved and ascertained 
fact. This is unfortunately far from correct, and is most 
unfair to Gunkel, whom such an incorrect statement may 
possibly provoke to take up an uncongenial attitude. 
Ed. Meyer himself at any rate is provoked at an attack 
upon the new critical orthodoxy. The line that he has 
taken has been to deny the existence of O.T. evidence for 
the new theory, and to reject the theory itself mainly on the 
ground of geographical difficulties. Now, it so happens that 
I have done more for the O.T. side of the question than 
either Winckler or Hommel, and yet this scholar has not 
vouchsafed a single line to my investigations. Of his 
careless treatment of Winckler’s evidence I might also 
speak severely. It would seem that he has begun the 
study of the question at the wrong end, and that (so far 
as my own works are concerned) he has not taken account 
of my express self-limitation. Provisional geographical 
conjectures I have not indeed avoided, but my main 
object has been to contribute as largely as possible to 
the correction of the text. And to avoid that subjectivity 
which is a critic's besetting danger, I have sought to 
control my theories by taking hints from the N. Arabian 
theory in a simple form. My geographical remarks have 
been designedly vague and undogmatic. I have waited for 
the help of those who may be willing and able to com- 
prehend a new and unfamiliar point of view, and for future 
discoveries. Such hostile and superficial criticisms as those 
of the orthodox scholar Noordtzij® in the 7heologisch Tzjd- 


1 Hibbert Journal, July 1903, pp. 754 / 

2 Note his remark on p. 400, ‘Whatever the explanation of 27 77 
may be, at any rate we have here (Hos. v. 12) to do with Assyria.’ 
But wwx is the name both of a larger and of a smaller N. Arabian 


xii ZRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


schrift (July and Sept. 1906) can be of little or no value 
either to Winckler, or to Hommel, or to myself. 

I may here perhaps state my own conclusion that a 
large number of O.T. passages have no satisfactory meaning 
in their contexts, unless we admit that they refer to Misrim, 
Kash, Ashhfr (Asshur), and Aram or Yerahme’el. It also 
appears to me undeniable that these references have been 
discovered by a methodical textual criticism. I need hardly 
repeat here the list of passages given in Bzble Problems 
(pp. 166-183, 262-270). No doubt what is there said 
could now be advantageously expanded or corrected, but, 
at any rate, neither Meyer nor Noordtzij has contributed 
anything to its amendment. 

To economise space, therefore, I will call attention to 
some other passages which are certainly obscure and 
doubtful, and are most easily explained on the N. Arabian 
theory. It would not be difficult to add to their number, 
but with the list already referred to these may perhaps 
suffice. (a) Gen. xx.11. ovdx mea~pr po. The difficulty 
here is in ps, which is by no means natural, and most 
probably comes from op r=arnn (Yarham = Yerahme’el). 
(6) Gen. xxv. 6. oTp pix. That otp here (and in otp 1) 
means neither ‘the east’ nor ‘the south’! should be clear. 
It is hardly doubtful that otp is=opr. (¢) Ex. x. 21. 
Jum wor has probably come from 7mwxr ‘ow xz, ‘that is, 
Ishmael-Ashhur, a gloss on O»%O pn, ‘the land of Misrim, 
Geographical glosses like this occur frequently. The sense 
commonly given is most improbable. (d) Judg. iii, 31 
(v. 6). mayy2 snow. ‘Shamgar’ and ‘Anath’? should be 
‘Gershom’ (see on Ex. ii. 22) and ‘Ethan’ respectively. 
(e) Judg. iv. 2. sip and mmm have come from wr 
and mimwrx respectively ; pp = po = yo = Sear. Is there 
any better explanation? (f) Judg. xv. 8. mb=5np= 
Seorm. Similarly, in the much-tormented name trans- 
mitted as Beer-lahai-roi (Gen. xvi. 14). (¢) The myn 
and monde of 1 K. xi. 26 come respectively from >My», 


district, and 2 (see £. Bz6., ‘Jareb’; Cri. Bid. p. 123) is a corruption 
of 33y. 

1 Winckler, 4OF xxi. 312, 404, 420. 

* Despaired of by Ed. Meyer (see Die /sr. p. 489). 
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‘a Misrite” and mbxor, ‘a Yerahme‘elite 2 See Crit. 
Bib., p. 338. The discovery throws a fresh light on 
Jeroboam. (%) Ps. iii. 8. There seem to be three read- 
ings, 15, om, and oon, all pointing to Sxorm. (2) Ps. 
ix. 21a. ond moa WD Ww. @ reads the third 
word 7o. Duhm and Briggs are content with xno, 
‘fear. But surely the whole line is most unsatisfactory. 
Read Sxyorn mm mnwn. (BAP Sse. 85 TOs ido ltenas 
not been observed that Sxorm underlies both m2$m and 
own. How else can we explainie .@)(iPs:xivin 4: 
The historical colouring is lost. For monn> read Sxorvd 
(cp. the proper names 71 and mm). The cultus of 
Yerahme’el, as practised in N. Arabia, was repugnant to 
the prophets and psalmists. () Ps. xliv. 12. Sonn JNED 
Impossible! Read Sxnrvd Jaxx, ‘ thy flock to Yerahme’el’ 
Ghes people, not the god); (Cz) Psa lxexxtet7 O. “hen key 
is furnished by o>. Read oyts mos yan (Psalms, 
EQOA 1633) o7 (¢) Psilxxxiit..o.)) “Thermention of Asshar 
is difficult to explain’ (Bathgen, 3rd ed.), unless, indeed, 
there be a-N-Arabian Asshur! See on Gen. ii. 14, x. 22, 
Kv 1S. 

Most of these passages attest ‘Yerahme’el’ as a preva- 
lent N. Arabian ethnic name; three refer to the Arabian 
Musri. ‘Ishmael’ is a synonym of Yerahme’el; ‘ Asshur’ 
of ‘Ashhur’ and ‘ Ashtar’ That ‘Aram’ is=‘Yerahme’el’ 
will be amply proved in the course of our studies. See e.g. 
oni Gen. xvi. 3: D79N attests Ram-( =‘ Aram’); DFR; 
Raham = Raham = Yarham (see above on a). Need I say 
that the southern tribes, from which the Israelites proceeded, 
were of different degrees of culture? The Amalekites repre- 
sent the less-advanced section of the great Yerahme’elite race ; 
but there was another section far more cultivated, as indeed 
we might expect, and as Winckler has to all intents and 
purposes proved.’ 

I shall have to return to this later. At present, it may 
be enough to say that the Yerahme’elites were not a mere 
petty under-tribe, but a truly great race, which carried its 
beliefs and sacred usages, its names and its conventional 

1 See Winckler, Avabisch-semttisch-orientalisch, and cp. Meyer, Dze 
Isvaeliten, pp. 303 f, who is by comparison vague. 
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phrases, far away to southern Syria, and its names even to 
Babylonia. To it the Israelites also are demonstrably much 
indebted ; their early traditions, which we shall presently 
study in Genesis and Exodus, are largely due to the 
Yerahme’elites. Indeed, the very names of the patriarchs 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, as well as of the sons, of 
Jacob, and of Moses and his family, forcibly suggest this 
view. 

I should, of course, not venture to say this if I had not 
given considerable attention to the study of Hebrew names. 
I will not repeat what I have said elsewhere (see pp. 32, 43) 
on the names carried northward by Yerahme’elites in their 
migrations, but will ask attention to my treatment of 
apparently totemistic names, such as Hamor at Shechem 
(Gen. Uxxxiil. 109, xxxiv.. 2), and those of the Horites 
(Ashhurites ?) in Gen. xxxvi.’ I hold that it is a mistake 
to account for the real or apparent animal names in these 
passages on the theory that the tribes named themselves 
after those animals which they regarded as of kin to them, 
as the seats of the spirits of their ancestors, and hence as 
gods. That the original gods most probably developed out 
of supposed supernatural animals, I willingly admit, but I 
do not think that the names referred to can be quoted in 
connexion either with such a theory or with that once 
made so plausible by the late W. Robertson Smith. But 
while agreeing very much with Ed. Meyer in opposition to 
the friend who has gone to a higher school, I cannot think 
with him that most of the apparent animal names of clans 
(such as lion, hyena, antelope) are honorific, indicating that 
the clans either wished or claimed to possess the leading 
qualities of the particular animals, while others (such as 
boar, flea) were originally given in derision on account of 
some physical or moral defect, but in course of time came to 
be used without any consciousness of their origin. The truth 
seems to be that the names Shobal, Sibe‘on, Dishon, inter- 
preted as ‘lion,’ ‘hyena,’ ‘antelope,’ and not less the names 
Hezir, Par‘osh, explained as ‘ boar,’ ‘ flea,’ have quite another 


L see. .576., “Shaphan, 


2 «Animal Worship,’ etc., Journ. of Philology, ix. 75 f7; cp. Kin- 
ship’, pp. 253 77, with references in footnote. 
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origin from that ascribed to them by Robertson Smith or 
Ed. Meyer. For the former, I may refer to the notes on 
Gen. xxxvi. 20 7; for the latter, I may say here that while 
Hezir is of somewhat obscure origin, Par‘osh appears to be 
certainly from wey (cp. on nw, Gen. xvi. 12). It is 
surely something to be able to answer Meyer’s question, 
‘How comes the principal gens of Judah by this designa- 
tion?’ a question by which both Meyer and Wellhausen, 
as the former confesses,” have been baffled. Hezir is, at 
any rate, not ‘boar, as we see from the company in which 
this name, as well as Par‘osh, is placed in Neh. x. 14 f% 
Possibly enough, like Zerah, it comes from Ashhur. Those 
who are accustomed to pursue analogies and parallels will 
not, I believe, be shocked at this. 

It will now also be plain what answer should be given 
to Dr. Buchanan Gray’s question, ‘Do such words as 7 nw, 
maw, and, if compound, any, indicate a transition from the 
totem conception of kindred with a divine or totem animal 
to a conception of kinship with a personal God? . 
Whether this be so or not, must depend on the extent to 
which the totem theory can be independently established ; 
but, if it be so, it gives a satisfactory explanation of other- 
wise difficult names. Etymologically, names like 7rax are 
comparatively straightforward ; theologically, they are most 
difficult, and that whether we interpret them Father is Yah, 
or My father is Yah, or Father of Yah’* The answer is 
that the Hebrew names give no support to the theory of 
early Israelitish totemism, and can only to a very moderate 
extent be used as evidence for the inwardness of Israelitish 
piety. A very large proportion of the O.T. names had 
originally a geographical meaning. At an early date, 
however, a number of them were modified so as to assume 
a religious significance, but I am afraid that names like 
Abijah, Ahijah, Hamutal, etc., will not bear the meanings 

1 Cp. Lucian’s ¢adaccovp for MT.’s Pashhur, Ezra ii. 38. Pashhur, 
which W. M. Miiler interprets ‘portion of Horus,’ is probably from 
Parashhur, z.e. Arab-ashhur, and is equivalent, as to its etymology, with 
Par‘osh. Cp. &. Bid, ‘Flea,’ ‘ Parosh,’ ‘ Pashhur.’ 

2 Meyer, Jul. Wellhausen und meine Schrift, etc., 1897, p. 21 (it 
is Meyer’s reply to Wellh.). 

3 Gray, Hebrew Proper Names, pp. 253 /- 
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which I myself formerly, like Dr. Buchanan Gray, put upon 
them. This, however, will be referred to more at length in 
the course of our investigations. 

How far the outlines of early tribal movements can be 
traced underneath the legends of Genesis and Exodus is 
another point of equal difficulty and importance. Before 
we can treat it satisfactorily, we must approach very much 
nearer than we have hitherto done to the underlying Hebrew 
text. It is, at any rate, somewhat easier to detect the 
mythological elements, and here I hope that I may have 
given some help to scholars such as Winckler, Gunkel, and 
Ed. Meyer. I am, of course, aware that the Hebrew 
narrators and editors have done their best to weaken the 
mythological colouring. But here again their conscientious- 
ness has preserved material enough for some probable con- 
jectures. Underneath the réak eldhim of Gen. i. 2 6 it is not 
difficult to discover the original divine agent, and even in 
the uncorrected Hebrew text a conscientious scholar like 
Ed. Meyer can see (as I too, after Winckler, have seen) 
elements of the Adonis-Tamtiz myth in the Joseph-story. 
Probably my chief difference from some of the searchers 
after mythical elements may be that I have not thought 
myself bound by method to confine my comparison of 
myths to those which lie nearest at hand. Polynesian 
myths, for instance, still (as in 1877) seem to me specially 
remunerative, and to these I should now add the N. American. 
I will not, however, anticipate. 

With regard to my views on the history of Israelitish 
religion, 1 am prepared for some reluctance on the part of 
many scholars to accept them. It is, however, historically 
very plausible that the Arabians, with whom early Israel 
was connected, had as their objects of worship a divine 
duad (or triad), and ‘if the Kenites associated an Ashtart 
with Yahweh, Moses and the Hebrews would inevitably 
worship her too’;* ze the duad (or triad) must once 
have included a goddess. I think that I have added 
much to the textual basis for such a theory; witness, 
eg., the new explanation of the compound divine name 
Yahweh-Seba‘oth. I have shown, too, that the Arabian 


' Barton, Semitic Origins (1902), p. 290. 
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deity who preceded Yahweh is frequently mentioned in the 
O.T., and that the Israelites frequently combined the name 
Yahweh, not only with that of the goddess referred to, but 
also with that of the great Arabian god; witness the 
phrase, now at length restored, Yerahme’el-Yahweh. I have 
not, however, been able to show who were those individuals 
of more than average capacities who may have taken the 
lead in the religious movements referred to. To assert that 
they were called Abraham and Moses, I have never felt at 
liberty to admit. I can no more follow Winckler’s appar- 
ently scientific attempt to prove Abraham to be a religious 
missionary from the references to Ur and Harran’ than 
that of Hommel, who thinks that the traditions of the 
Mosaic period are supported by the Arabian personal names 
of the Babylonian dynasty of Hammurabi? As to Moses, 
I can sympathise with Giesebrecht’s protest against a 
meagre evolutionary view of Israel’s religion. But I 
cannot see what right we have to extract morsels of history 
from the legendary and late narratives of the legislator 
Moses. That there was a Mosheh-clan is highly probable, 
but the occasional efforts of narrators to endow a vague 
representative of that clan with concrete features (Ex. ii. 1 1- 
ieee xvit 377; Numi xx. 7-11) cannot be said), to-be 
satisfactory as historical evidence. 

One may venture to hope that able though somewhat 
prejudiced critics like Giesebrecht will before long see this. 
It is, at any rate, neither true religion nor sound criticism 
which opposes the full and free discussion of the traditional 
story of the Exodus. Nor can I see that the shock to 
educational prejudice is mitigated by supposing that Misraim 
had a wide range of meaning, and included some part of 
N. Arabia, which was claimed by Egypt. The theory does 
not seem to me to work easily ; I therefore pass it over as © 
an unsatisfactory makeshift. It may seem strange, but it is 
most probably true, that S. Syria and Palestine were en- 
closed between two lands, both independent of Egypt, called 
Musri. From the southern Musri, according to the original 


1 Abraham als Babylonier, Joseph als Aegypter (1903). 
2 The Ancient Hebrew Tradition (1897). 
° Die Israeliten, p. 451, note 1. 
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tradition,’ came the Israelitish Exodus, or, perhaps one may 
venture to call it, migration; such, at least, is the view 
anticipated, so far as was possible, in 1834 by our 
countryman, Dr. C. T. Beke, which appears to me the 
most probable. Perhaps I may, with all modesty, mention 
the half-way house in which I rested for a time, viz. that 
there were Israelitish tribes in the N. Arabian Musur who 
were never in the Musur of Egypt,’ and that those who 
were in the Egyptian Musur effected a junction with those 
who were in the Musur of N. Arabia. This, however, 
appears to me now too hazardous. The scene of the 
Joseph-story was not originally in Egypt but in N. Arabia, 
in spite of the fresh plausibility conferred upon the old 
theory by Marquart.’ 

From a textual point of view, it seems to me difficult to 
deny that the Exodus of which the original tradition spoke 
was from a region in N. Arabia. It is a great mistake to 
suppose that the O.T. in general favours the alternative 
theory of the Exodus from Egypt. Let us consider this 
matter awhile textually. (1) I have pointed out a number 
of geographical glosses in Genesis and Exodus which point 
distinctly to the new theory. (2) It is true that the Joseph- 
story and the Exodus-story do in some places present a 
markedly Egyptian colouring. But this may without violence 
be ascribed to the activity of a redactor. The four or five 
Egyptian words, not proper names, which have been thought 
to exist in the Joseph-narratives (see Driver, Geneszs, Introd. 
p. li, note 1) are, even on Driver’s showing, some of them 
doubtful. What I hold them to be myself I have suffi- 
ciently pointed out ; we have to look behind the traditional 
text. ‘He that seeketh (in the right way) findeth’ (3) 
Next, as to 1 K. xii. 28. The land of onyn there spoken 
of may just as well have been the N. Arabian Musri as 
Egypt. (4) Am. ix. 7 is, to say the least, equally vague, 
but if the other names are Arabian (which may plausibly be 
argued), so also, presumably, is ona. (4) and (5) In Am. 
ii. 10, iv. 25, we should most probably read ‘in the wilderness 


1 Winckler himself does not regard the tradition of the Exodus as 
historical. 
2 See E. Bib., col. 1434. 3 See £. Bzb., ‘Joseph.’ 
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of the Arabians’ (oY; see on xv. 13, xxiii. 2), and in Mic. 
vi. 4, ‘out of the house (= land) of the Arabians.” The other 
passages relative to the Exodus and the accompanying events 
—all of which are post-exilic—may, for the most part, con- 
ceivably refer to Egypt. They are—lIsa.x. 26, xi. 15 /, xliii. 
Poy atom xt £-1 3.> Ps, levi. 6, lxxvill, 1254 3-6.45,.cv. 
PBA BCVi 7-23, XIV. 1-8, CXXXVI.GTO-100) -Nehaix. Ont 
Some of these, however, cannot, in my opinion, refer to 
Egypt; ¢g.in Pss. lxxviii., cv., cvi, I hold it to be certain 
that Ham, which is parallel to Misrim,’ is a shortened form 
of Yarham (= Yerahme’el). See on Gen. ix. 18. 

This may, I hope, be enough to show that the theory 
of the N. Arabian sojourn and exodus of Israel is by no 
means devoid of probability. Into the details of this sojourn 
and exodus I need not now enter. Before we discuss the 
amount of the historical element possibly present in the 
traditions, we have to obtain a somewhat more original text. 
If, to any one, the results obtained in this work are dis- 
appointingly negative, I may venture to remind him that 
‘God is not banished from the history of Israel even if the 
Exodus was attended by no physical signs and wonders, 
no slaughter of the Egyptian first-born, no drowning of a 
hostile king in the Red Sea’? I trust, however, that 
negation has here gone hand in hand with affirmation, 
and that our new examination of Genesis and Exodus 
may reveal to us more than a few facts which may serve 
as useful material for the reconstruction of the history of 
Israel’s religion. 

The division of the following pages into four parts, 
relating respectively to the first, the second, the third, and 
the fourth age of the world, will be explained in full when 
we come to the investigation of a turning-point in P’s version 
of the traditions—Gen. xvii. The Priestly Writer, at any 
rate, seems to have grasped with some firmness the theory 
of the four ages of the world, a theory which is characteristic- 


1 See Cheyne, Book of Psalms (1904), on the psalm-passages 


referred to. ‘Soan,’ too, points in the same direction. It most prob- 
ably comes from Sib‘on, one of the forms of Ishmael (see on Gen. 
XXXVI. 20). 


2 &, Bib., ‘Plagues (the Ten),’ § 5. 
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ally old Oriental,’ and may therefore suggest a convenient 
arrangement of our survey of the traditions and beliefs of 
ancient Israel. I may be allowed in conclusion to recom- 
mend the constant use of the Index, without which the full 
range of this work can hardly be estimated. 


1 Babylon probably, and Persia certainly, knew of four world-ages. 
Cp. Enc. Brit, ‘Cosmogony,’ § 2. 


Notre.—The abbreviations used in the present work are for the most 
part those adopted in the Eucyclopedia Biblica. The rest will, I hope, 
quickly explain themselves to critical readers. 


ADDENDA 


Pp. 23, 146. Ashtar, as the name of a god and a locality. Compare 
the Phoenician name bysnexx (Euting), commonly explained ‘the 
espoused of Baal,’ but really miswritten for byainvx. Also wis7ay 
(Cooke, p. 129), not ‘servant of Ares,’ but from snwx 27y. 

Pp. 34 f On the ark cp. Hommel, ‘The Ark of Jahveh,’ Exp. Times, 
Jan. 1907, who compares the ark with the pavak Simdt’, ze. the 
shrine which contained the tablets of destiny (New Year's Festival). 

P. 54. Sammael, according to Bousset (Rel. des Jud.” p. 291, note 2), 
was ‘originally a Syrian god Semal.’ But what, pray, is the origin 
of Semal? Surely some form of I$mael. 

P..157 7. Bousset (of. cet. pp. 251-253) remains under the delusion 
that pes in Ezek. xxxviil. 6 and parallels means ‘the north.’ He 
sees the connexion of the ‘king of the north’ (Dan. xi. 40-45) with 
the prophecy of Gog, but gets no further. See my review of Cor- 
nill’s Zatroduction to the O.T. in The Nation, 27th April 1907. 

P. 166. G. Hiising too is sceptical as to a Tarshish in S. Spain. The 
true situation, he thinks, is ‘doubtless in the direction of Opir, ze. 
Elam, which is reached from Ezion-geber.’ In Gen. and 1 Chr, 
we should read, not ‘Tarshish,’ but ‘Turshim.’ OZZ, Jan. 1907, 
cols. 264, 27a. 


TRADITIONS ‘OF THE FIRST AGE OF THE 
WORLD, BEGINNING WITH THE _ COS- 
MOGONY (GEN. L-II. 4a) 


THERE was a time when it was said that the Hebrew cosmo- 
gony was clearly based upon the Iranian. The view was 
not unplausible, assuming it to have been proved that the 
historico-legislative work known to students as the Priestly 
Code was of the ‘ post-exilic’ age. And when we study the 
Zoroastrian Scriptures, especially the Gathas, we are struck 
by the parallelism between the Yahweh of the most advanced 
Hebrew writers and the Ahura Mazda of the Zoroastrians. 
Take the Avesta as a whole, and the spirituality of the most 
high God—His activity, intelligence, and holiness—comes 
out very plainly. Nor is the famous dualism of the 
Vendidad any great objection. When dualism has found 
its perfect expression, we find it to be neither better nor 
worse than the dualism of the Apocalypse of John, which is 
a sound development from earlier Judaism, and to be quite 
reconcilable with the supremacy of the one true God. In 
the GAathas, however—the communings of the prophet 
Zarathustra with his God in a metrical form,—dualism is not 
so prominent as in the Vendidad, while polytheism, of which 
the rest of the Avesta contains so much, is almost or quite 
absent. We are bound to form a very high estimate of the 
theism of the Gathas, and it is an honour both to the worship 
of Yahweh and to that of Ahura Mazda to compare them. 
At the same time, we have no right to assume that the 
Jewish circles from which the Priestly Code proceeded were 
acquainted with the Zoroastrian beliefs in any literary form. 


All that we can safely say is that ‘Zoroastrian ideas were in 
I 
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the air in the Persian period of Jewish history, and must 
have circulated freely throughout the empire.’* More 
especially those Jews who resided in Babylonia must have 
been open to a breath from the advanced theism of Persia. 
There is little probability, however, in Lagarde’s view (see 
his Purim, 1887) that the Zoroastrian cosmogony influenced 
the Jewish.” In the former the works of the Creator are six 
in number ; in the latter, eight, if not ten. In the former, 
pre-existent matter is dispensed with; in the latter it is pre- 
supposed. In the former, Angra Mainyu (the evil principle 
personified) is for a time comparatively successful, not being 
finally destroyed till the end of the world; in the latter 
there is no attempt at opposition to the Creators will. If 
the Jewish writers had the slightest degree of acquaintance 
with the Zoroastrian cosmogony, it was most probably only 
by report. And we may be sure that they were much more 
interested in reports of Babylonian myths, which might serve 
to revive the fading colours of older Israelitish myths, long 
since largely indebted, directly or indirectly, to the mythic 
traditions of Babylonia. 

But can we venture to endorse the statement of some 
popular writers that the cosmogony in Gen. i. is borrowed 
from Babylonia? Certainly not. It must have required the 
labour of successive generations to bring the Babylonian 
myth into the form in which the Priestly Writer and a later 
redactor have transmitted their cosmogony to us. Nor is it 
at all certain that we still possess the exact form of the 
Babylonian myth, on the basis of which the early Israelitish 
myth was most likely recast. What may be reasonably 
stated is that it must in many points have resembled the 
story in the Babylonian creation-epic. As for the older 
Israelitish creation-story, it may have been derived either 
from the Canaanites or from that N. Arabian people among 
whom the Israelites probably sojourned. For obviously 
many myths may have existed in Canaan and N. and E. 
Arabia which have now hopelessly vanished. ‘These myths 
doubtless had peculiarities of their own. From one of them 


1 See Cheyne, ‘The Book of Psalms, its Origin, and its Relation to 
Zoroastrianism,’ Semitic Studies in Memory of A. Kohut (1897), pp. 
TII-I10. 2 See £. Bib., ‘Creation,’ § 9. 
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may have come that remarkable statement in Gen. i. 2 4, 
“and the spirit of God (Elohim) was hovering over the face 
of the waters,” which, until we find some similar myth 
nearer home, is best illustrated and explained by a Poly- 
nesian myth (see below). It is also probably to a non- 
Babylonian source that we owe the prescription of vegetarian 
or herb diet in Gen. i. 29, 30, which has a Zoroastrian 
parallel (Bundahish, xv. 2) and is evidently based on a 
myth of the Golden Age, independent of the Babylonian 
cosmogony.’' 

Of the relation between the Israelitish story, whether in 
its older or in its more recent form, and Egyptian myths 
not much need here be said. In very early and probably 
pre - Israelitish times Egypt may have had considerable 
religious influence on the land of Canaan or Palestine, and 
it would be easy to indicate points of affinity between the 
Egyptian cosmogony and that in Gen.i. The conception of 
the primeval watery envelope of all things, also that of 
creation by a word, also the story of the conflict between 
Re’ or Ra the Sun-god and the gigantic dragon Apepi or 
Apopi, remind us forcibly of the Babylonian and in a wide 
sense of the Hebrew cosmogony. But while fully admitting 
the combination of influences to which the Israelites were 
exposed, I do not think that the influence of Egypt upon 
the Israelites can be reckoned as at all comparable to that 
of Babylonia.’ 

Let us now look more closely at the cosmogony 
compiled and adapted by the Priestly Writer (P). One of 
the first things that strike us is the non-mention of the 
contest between the Creator and the Dragon, which is so 
prominent in the chief Babylonian story. P (or his prede- 
cessor) must have been well aware of the leading incidents 
in such a widely spread myth; why did he ignore this 
special point?® Probably he thought it unseemly to recog- 

1 Enc. Brit.”, “Cosmogony.’ 

2 Besides the usual books on Egyptian religion (Brugsch, Wiede- 


mann, etc.), see A. Grenfell, ‘Egyptian Mythology and the Bible,’ 
The Monist (1906), pp. 169-200; G. St. Clair, Creation Records 
(1898). 

3 Contrast the author of Ps. viil., at least if Duhm and Cheyne, in 
their commentaries, may be followed. 
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nise such a being as Tiamat, as having power to hinder 
progress by contending with the God of light and order. 
Certainly, too, he wished to mention the hovering or brood- 
ing of ridh clohim over the waters, a detail inconsistent with 
the dragon-story. Had he mentioned the monster at all, he 
would probably’ have called it by some appellation like 
tannin, ‘serpent’ (Isa. li. 10). We cannot, however, feel sure 
that he would have represented the dragon as slain, for there 
are passages in the O.T. and elsewhere (see below) in which 
the monster is only imprisoned. This mode of representation 
made it possible to speak metaphorically of the dragon (or 
serpent) as working havoc in creation long after the primeval 
contest, though, truth to say, the writer of Isa. li. 100 
virtually makes the dead dragon come to life again in the 
person of an oppressive king, to harass Yahweh’s people. 

One cannot, however, help regretting the complete omis- 
sion of the dragon. The primeval physical redemption from 
the dragon had a typical and prospective significance. This 
is recognised in Isa. lix. 9, and virtually in the Johannine 
Apocalypse. For the picture in Rev. xii. of the heavenly 
woman who bears the Messiah, and is persecuted by the 
dragon till Michael and his angels overcome the monster, is 
antitypical. This, however, would have been clearer if the 
fight with the dragon had found a place at the head of the 
O.T. One may also add that the picture in Rev. xii. might 
well have closed the O.T. writings, for it is evidently of 
Jewish origin, as indeed the whole book is Jewish-Christian. 
At the same time we may frankly admit that a large part of 
the Babylonian details respecting Tiamat can well be spared, 
and among them the grotesque division of the dragon’s car- 
case to produce heaven and earth.’ This strange mythic 
detail is indeed hardly original. The true original matrix 
or envelope of the watery mass of primeval chaos was pre- 
sumably the cosmic egg.” It is N. America and Polynesia, 
the classic lands of mythology, which most clearly show us 
this (see below), and indeed even one of the poor, pale, com- 
posite Phoenician traditions expressly states it.® 


1 Jastrow, Rel. Bab. Ass. p. 428. 
2 Tiamat and the egg are connected by Robertson Smith (see Z. 
Bib., col. 493, top). 3 Damascius, De Primis Princifits, c. 125. 
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What, then, originally was the dragon, if not the watery 
mass of chaotic matter personified? He (for the male sex 
is attested as well as the female) was a mighty preternatural 
Being, incapable himself of progress, and hostile to all those 
who might attempt it. The dark ocean was his abode, and 
the Bundahish (the Parsee Genesis) appropriately says! that 
when the fiend saw the glory of the light of the Most High, 
“he fled back to the gloomy darkness, and formed many 
demons and fiends, able and eager to destroy. In short, 
like the zannintm (‘ serpents,’ ‘dragons’) in Ps. Ixxiv. 13, he 
was not the great water itself, but uwpox it. Indeed, the 
dragon is once called ‘ the dragon in the sea,’ at least if the 
traditional text of Isa. xxvii. I may be trusted. We infer, 
then, that in the original myth a company of sea-monsters, 
with one at their head, were imagined to be on the great 
waters. They were the ‘helpers of Rahab’ (Job ix. 13), 
‘the enemies of Yahweh’ (Ps. Ixxxix. 11); a late but well- 
informed source even speaks of ‘the dragon and his angels’ 
(Rev. xii. 7). In the Babylonian myth they are the eleven 
monsters formed by Tiamat, who with his consort Kingu 
represent the animal forms of the zodiac. Most probably, 
however, these monsters had a place in a myth of origins 
which had no reference to the zodiac or to astral deities, and 
we may compare the flood-myth (or second creation-myth) 
of the Algonkins in N. America, in which a prominent part 
is assigned to the water-serpents. These extraordinary 
animals, in fact, produce the flood.” 

We have already seen that the fate of the dragon was 
variously related. There is a sufficient reason for this 
variety. Regarding him (or her) as a symbol of the watery 
envelope of the earth, he might fitly be said to have been 
destroyed when those waters dried up (cp. Isa. li. 10). The 
original myth, however, cannot have said that the waters 
enveloping the earth dried up. According to Ps. civ. 7 they 
fled away, scared by Yahweh’s battle-cry, and in the paler 
language of Gen. i. they were ‘gathered together into one 


1 Bund. i. 10 (SBE v. 6). The Bundahish, though in its present 
form not earlier than 651 A.D., contains very ancient traditions. 

2 Schoolcraft, Myth of Hiawatha (1856), pp. 35-39; and cp. 
Journ. of Amer. Folklore, iv. 210-213. 
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place’ at the divine command. Mythologically they must 
have had in their midst a preternaturally gifted Being to 
control them. The proofs of this are not far to seek. It 
was a dragon who carved out the channel of the river 
Orontes, and a dragon who hid within the Nile and 
devoured its banks; and it is still, as the people believe, a 
dragon in St. Mary’s well (near Jerusalem) during whose 
sleep the water gushes forth." No wonder, then, that in the 
Johannine Apocalypse (Rev. xii. 3) the dragon of chaos 
reappears alive, and perhaps we may add that on Babylonian 
cylinders older than the time of Hammurabi the dragon is 
represented as harnessed to a chariot and driven by Bel.’ 
That a dragon hostile to Yahweh exists, appears from Isa. 
xxvii. I, where the destruction of ‘ Leviathan,’ or the dragon, 
is) al feature of the latter day. » At present’ les, isy quiet; 
paralysed by the onset and battle-cry of Yahweh. He is 
‘in the depths of the ocean, over the fountains of the waters’ 
(Enoch |x. 7; cp. Amos ix. 3), ze. the subterranean ocean 
spoken of in the Prayer of Manasseh (v. 3) as ‘sealed by 
God’s terrible and glorious name. Only specially gifted 
men can stir him up, such as can be found in Arabia—the 
home of magic,—for Job says, ‘ Let the magicians of Yaman ® 
curse it, those who have skill to stir up Leviathan’ (Job iii. 8). 
We must not, however, quote Job vii. 12 in proof of the 
continued existence of the dragon. ‘Am I a sea or a 
dragon’ does not make a good sense. We should probably 
read ‘am I a wild-ox or a serpent, two dangerous but not 
preternatural animals being put side by side. Nor Isa. xxx. 7 
(Gunkel, ‘the silenced Rahab’), where ‘Rahab’ is not a 
mythological term, but most probably a sarcastic modification 
of Raham, the short for Yarham or Yerahme’el.* It may be 
objected that ‘Rahab’ zs elsewhere (Job ix. 13, xxvi. 12, 


1 #. Bib., ‘Dragon, § 4; Maspero, Dawn of Civilisation, p. 90. 

aE. Bi0,, Dragon, 6.7. 

3 Reading jm for o[1]. A friend of Gunkel had already suggested 
dD’. 7’ (written ‘>’) may be short either for ‘ Yerahmeel’ or for ‘ Ishmael.’ 
So too in Isa, xxvii. I, o°2, ‘in the sea,’ should perhaps be j>’3, ‘in 
Yaman,’ and in Job ix. 8 we should read ‘the high places of Yaman.’ 
See on x. 2 (Yavan). 

4 The reference in Isa. xxx. is to an embassy to Misrim (the N. 
Arabian Musri) ; see ‘ Isaiah,’ SBOT (Hebrew edition). 
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Ps, Ixxxix. 11, Isa. li. g) a mythological name for the 
dragon of chaos. This, however, is an imperfect statement 
of the truth. ‘Rahab’ is only a name for the dragon 
because the dragon is identified by Hebrew writers with 
Israel’s great foe, Misrim (not Misraim) or Yerahme’el, an 
equivalent for which is the much-tormented word Rahab. 

And who was the Great One who could vanquish this 
preternatural but unprogressive Being? Or, in other words, 
who was the Creator? The text of the Hebrew cosmogony 
suggests that it was a Man, the type and model of the 
lordly men created on the sixth day (vv. 26-28). Like 
men he speaks; like men he works; like men he rests. 
He loves order and peace (v. 29 implies that the lower 
animals are not to be killed). He also, even when at work, 
loves society (cp. ii. 18)—‘let us make man. He takes 
pleasure in his creations (cp. Ps. civ. 31), more especially in 
his men (‘ God blessed them ’—‘ everything was very good’). 
Still he preserves a certain distance; he does not seem to 
contemplate dwelling on the earth himself; if he has a 
Paradise, it must be in heaven. 

So, then, he has a strong human personality. His 
name, functions, and attributes we shall consider later. At 
present let us be content with emphasising one great fact, 
viz. that he is no personification of nature or of any part of 
nature. He is indeed above nature, even more decidedly 
than man (unless he be a magician) is above the lower 
animals. But was he always so? Was there not a time 
when the ancestors of the Priestly Writer conceived of the 
highest Being as a mixture of man and animal? For not 
man alone was wonderfully endowed; the animals them- 
selves had gifts which compelled both admiration and awe. 
A Babylonian legend said that the goddess Ishtar contracted 
brief unions with a lion, a horse, and a bird. So great was 
still the belief in the kinship between the gods and the 
animals. Surely, then, the greatest Being of those far-off 
people must have had an animal side, must at least have 
had the power of changing at will into a preternaturally 
gifted animal. If so, must there not, according to an early 
form of the Canaanitish or N. Arabian creation-myth, have 
been animals before the ‘creation’? For this, the Algonkin 
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creation-story gives us a parallel. It tells us of the creator- 
hero (Michabo, the ‘Great Hare’) as being, with a number 
of animals, on a raft on the shoreless waters. After succes- 
sive trials, he induces the musk-rat to dive for a morsel of 
earth. Of this, Michabo makes an island; perhaps there 
is here a notion of America.’ Such a limited creation the 
early Canaanites too (or their predecessors) may conceivably 
have imagined. 

We can now account for the reference in v. 26 to a 
Being, evidently concerned in creation, and occupying no 
merely ministering station, who ‘hovered (or brooded) over 
the face of the waters.’ Must not this Being have had the 
form of a great and mighty (female) bird?” The fem. 
part. forbids us indeed to suppose that the Supreme Being 
himself was intended. But it is not superfluous to point 
out that in three passages Yahweh, as the Creator and 
Preserver of Israel, is compared to an eagle (strictly, vulture), 
and that in a fourth his chariot or vehicle is a mighty bird. 
The+three: ‘passages: are Tix. sdx, 4>-Dt) sxx aw and 
Mal. iii. 20 (allusion to the winged sun-disk *) ; the fourth is 
Ps. xviii. 11, where the description favours a conception of 
the cherub as a bird,* and most plausibly as an eagle. But 
have we a right to group Ps. xviii. 11 with the three former 
passages? It seems to me that we have, and I would 
appeal to an eminent Vedic scholar (Oldenberg) in support 
of this. His view and my own is that when a particular 
animal is specially attached to a god, it points to an 
original incarnation of that god in the animal.’ There is 
particularly strong evidence for this in the case of the god 
Indra (originally, it is maintained, an eagle-god), and it 
seems to me reasonable to suppose that Yahweh was com- 


1 See Chamberlain, Journal of American Folklore, iv. 208 f., and 
cp. Brinton, Alyths of the New World, pp. 176-179. 

2 See the present writer’s article ‘Cosmogony,’ Enc. Brit., 1876 ; 
cp. Gunkel, Schopfung (1895), p. 8. 

3 Cp. Miss S. Y. Stevenson, Pagers of the Oriental Club (Philadelphia, 
1894), pp. 232 7 The winged disk was the symbol of the god Ashur. 

4 It is true the conception of the form of the cherub varied. We 
see this from Ezekiel. But note that in Ezek. i. 10 one of the faces of 
the cherub is that of an eagle. 

5 Oldenberg, Die Religion des Veda (1894), pp. 74, 75. 
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pared to an eagle or vulture, because the god Yerahme’el, 
his predecessor," was imagined to have sometimes taken the 
form of that bird. That the Arabians worshipped vultures, 
has been shown by Robertson Smith. This implies 
appearances of gods in vulture-form. Some old hymn to 
the god Yarham or Yerahme’el may have referred to him as 
a vulture, and hence may have come the favourite O.T. 
figure of Yahweh’s eagle or vulture wings. Clearly, too, the 
Creator’s assistant might, from the primitive point of view, 
be equally well imagined as a great bird. In the Kalevala* 
it is a duck which lays six golden eggs and a seventh of 
iron on the knees of Ether’s daughter Ilmatar, in the vast 
expanse of ocean. Ilmatar shakes her limbs, and the eggs 
are dashed to pieces, but the pieces come together again 
transformed. Other Finnish traditions, however, say that it 
was the eagle that laid the world-egg.* In Polynesia it is as 
an enormous bird who hovers over the waters, and there 
deposits an egg, that the heaven-god and creator Tangaloa 
is imagined, while the Athapascans of North America say 
that it was ‘a mighty bird (a raven), whose eyes were fire, 
whose glances were lightning, and the clapping of whose 
wings was thunder,’ on whose descent to the ocean the earth 
instantly rose.° 

It now becomes a question whether, instead of ‘ hovering,’ 
the earlier myth must not rather have meant ‘brooding’ as 
the form of activity assigned to the Great Being spoken of. 
The rendering ‘hovered’ in v. 2 is no doubt supported by Dt. 
xxxii. 11 (see Driver’s note), but ‘brooded’ is in accordance 
with the Syriac, and fits the presumed original reference 
to the cosmic egg. As von Bohlen remarks, to render 
‘brooded’ in Gen. i. 2 is unfair to the compiler of Gen. i., 
who deliberately rejects the cosmic egg. But there can be 
no doubt as to the sense intended in the earlier myth. The 


1 To justify this, see below. 

2 Kinship”, p. 244. Nasr, a vulture-god, was worshipped by the 
Himyarites (p. 243). 

3 Crawford’s transl., Rune i. 
So Le Duc’s Kalevala. 
5 Waitz-Gerland, Anthropologie der Naturvolker, vi. 236 f- 

6 Mackenzie, in Brinton’s Myths, p. 211. On the place of birds in 
the N. American creation and flood myths, see Brinton, pp. 204, 220. 
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Bird-creator and the cosmic egg (a figure suggested by the 
earth with the over-arching vault of heaven) go together. 
Let us remark next that, as a consequence of the non- 
mention of the egg, the result of the activity of the ‘hovering’ 
or ‘brooding’ has also had to be omitted, for v. 3 clearly 
begins afresh. Nor does the Priestly Writer state how 
‘darkness’ was produced ; evidently, like chaos, it pre-existed. 
We are told, however, that Elohim named the darkness 
(light and darkness being material entities, cp. Job 
XXXVIll. 19 7); z.e. made it subservient to his purposes. 
Another writer, however, in the course of a protest against 
dualism, boldly makes Yahweh style himself the ‘creator of 
darkness’ (Isa. xlv. 7). Evidently he has a passion for God, 
and cannot leave any part of the universe unaccounted for 
on monotheistic principles. 

Another question may be raised in this connexion. It 
is this, Where was the Supreme Being when he began to 
create the world? The mythologies say that both heaven 
and the gods were produced out of primeval darkness. In 
a Maori legend, for instance, we find darkness (called Po; 
cp. "Epe8os) personified as the begetter both of Light and of 
Nought.’ In Babylonia, too, the light-gods necessarily arise 
out of dark chaos. The Priestly Writer of Israel, however, 
abstains reverently from any statement which might seem 
derogatory to Elohim. One thinks, however, that he might 
have said that ‘before the hills’ Elohim was, and that his 
dwelling-place was in those ‘uncreated lights’ which have 
neither end nor beginning. The Parsee Genesis may here 
supplement the Jewish. ‘One is he who is independent of 
unlimited time, because Atharmazd and the region, religion, 
and time of Atharmazd were and are and ever will be’? 
A Hebrew psalmist, however, also supplements Gen. i., when 
he says of Yahweh, ‘Who wrappest thyself in light as in a 
mantle (Ps. civ. 2); this may reasonably be taken to imply 
all that the Bundahish says.* 


1 Shortland, in Waitz-Gerland, vi. 267. 

2 Bundahish, i. 3. 

3 See Cheyne, Psalms”, ad loc. The Avesta (Vendidad, ii. 40) 
says, ‘There are uncreated lights and created lights,’ A Vedic hymn 
‘represents the creation as a ray entering the realm of darkness from 
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We now turn to the creative works! The first is light. 
‘Elohim said, Let light be; and light was.” Did Elohim 
speak light into being? That, however, would be incon- 
sistent with the rest of the narrative. All that appears in 
nature would have come from something pre-existent except 
light. Surely the writer presupposes that the light of day 
comes ultimately from the light which surrounds Yahweh. 
It is worth noticing that, according to the Bundahish 
(i. 23, 25), Ahura Mazda first of all produced Vohfiman 
(‘good thought’), and then the sky, after which Vohtiman 
produced the ‘light of the world’ (see p. 38, note 1). 

The next work is heaven, or, as it is more correctly 
called, the firmament of the heaven. As Jeremias points 
out,” it is the ‘bar’ (farkw) which, in the fourth tablet of the 
epic, is placed in front of the half of Tiamat’s carcase to 
keep the upper waters in position ; also the ‘ highway of the 
heaven’ (supuk same), as the Babylonians called the firma- 
ment. In short, it is the zodiac on which, according to 
vv. 14 ff, the sun, moon, and stars, ze. planets, are placed as 
‘signs. As signs of what? Of the will of the gods (cp. 
Jer. x. 3)—a distinctly Babylonian doctrine, which appeared 
to divest the power that stands overagainst man of its 
capricious and unintelligible character.2 The Priestly Writer 
retains the conception of the heavenly bodies as ‘signs,’ but 
does not explain how he differs from the Babylonians. He 
also still permits the belief that the sun rules over the day, 
and the moon over the night (cp. Tablet V. line 12, probably), 
but does not guard against polytheistic inferences. That 
the permission was dangerous appears from Job xxxi. 26 f 
In Talmudic times some of the Jews actually sacrificed to 
the sun, the moon, and the planets, to which is added the 
almost divinely sacred name of Michael.* Before passing 
on, let us notice that the present unnatural position of the 
heavenly bodies, in vv. 14-18, after the earth and the plants, 
the realm of light’ (Max Miiller, Avec. Sanskr. Lit. p. 562). The 
Babylonian Creator, Marduk, was a Light-god. 

1 On P’s characteristic word for ‘create’ see EZ. &zd., col. 954. 

2 ATAO, pp. 55, 78. 

3 So Winckler often; see e.g. ‘Die Weltanschauung des alten 


Orients,’ Preuss. Jahrbiicher, civ. 231 (1901). 
4 Hullin, 40a; Abodah zarah, 42 b. 
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must be due to the necessity of bringing the creative works 
into the scheme of six working days (so Gunkel). The 
original order was probably what we find in the Babylonian 
epic. On the distinction between Hebrew and Babylonian 
cosmology at this point, see Jastrow, RBA, pp. 435 f 

Now, as to the other creative works. Inv. 11 Elohim 
directs that the earth (ze. the dry land) should bring forth 
plants, and in vv. 20, 24 that the waters and the earth 
should cause living beings to come forth, suitable for each. 
In vv, 26, 27, however, Elohim himself both proposes to 
create, and actually creates (or rather takes the leading part 
in the work). Evidently a contrast is intended. As for the 
plants and the varied animal forms of water and land, their 
creation can be delegated to lesser beings closely connected 
with the water or the land (as the case may be). I mean 
that in the spirit of the earlier narrative, which was distinctly 
animistic, we may assume that some inferior divine Beings— 
the future water-gods, plant-gods, and animal-gods—were 
appointed for this duty.’ This, I take it, is why in vv. 21 
and 25 it is said that ‘Elohim created great sea-monsters 
(or serpents), and that ‘Elohim made the beasts of the 
earth, etc. Possibly in the original text the verbs here 
were in the plural ; some change, at any rate, seems to have 
taken place in the text. We may here recall that, accord- 
ing to Berossus, both men and animals were created at Bel’s 
command by one of the other gods.” The illustration, I 
admit, is imperfect, still it is worth something, for it shows 
that one deity was not supposed in Babylonia to have done 
everything. One may also refer to the striking representa- 
tion of the Skidi Pawnees of N. America, which is quite as 
much a fact as the statement of Berossus. Beyond the 
clouds, say they, the creator of the universe, Tirawa, together 
with his consort Atira (maize-maiden), reigns supreme. His 
mandates, however, are transmitted to men by lesser deities, 


1 Cp. the angels appointed over natural objects (Jubilees ii., 
Slavonic Enoch, xix. 4). 

2 He is said to have mixed with clay the blood which flowed from 
the severed head of Bel. The opening lines of Tablet VI. show that 
the blood of Bel-Marduk himself is meant. See Lagrange, Religions 
sémttiques, ed. i, p. 341. 
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and through some of these, once upon a time, he created 
mankind. The first girl and boy were produced by the 
Evening and Morning Stars, and by the Sun and Moon 
respectively, while other human beings were created by the 
gods of the four world-quarters, who, like the analogous 
deities in Egyptian mythology, were the supports of the 
sky.! 

And who were these men? Were they a pair, or 
several pairs? If they were a single pair, how could it 
be said, ‘ Let them rule over the fish of the sea,’ etc.? But 
if they were several pairs, why is it said, ‘as the image of 
Elohim created he him’? There seems here to be an incon- 
sistency, due perhaps to the redactor. That the first man 
was androgynous is held among moderns, so far as I know, 
by Schwally alone® (changing onmx into inmx). It is, how- 
ever, more important to remark that these first men were no 
ordinary men such as we are, but ‘the (very) image of 
Elohim, like unto Elohim’ (v. 26). For humanity no longer 
answers completely to this description—humanity has fallen. 
So, at least, later students thought ; the first men must have 
had endowments which later specimens of the race have lost. 
Probably they imagined such a being as the Adapa or 
Adamu (Fossey, Sayce) of Babylonian legend,’ who is, 
indeed, a man, but so near godship that some myth-makers 
could ignore the distinction, and identify him with the god 
Marduk. Indeed, in the O.T. itself we find distinct refer- 
ences to a first man who was virtually a god. Let us glance 
at these. One is in Job xv. 7, 8, where Eliphaz sarcastically 
asks Job if he is the first man, and has caught up the 
plan of the world in the sessions of the divine council.* 


1 Dorsey, Traditions of the Skidi Pawnee (1904), Introd. pp. 
XVill. 7. 

2 Archiv fiir Relig.-wissenschaft, 1x. (1906) 173. 

3 Job may, in fact, have been one of the traditional first men, or one 
of those primeval heroes who were made directly by God. The name 
ays (28 ?) may suggest Ea-bani (=‘Ea made’) as that of the original 
hero. Ea was the god of wisdom. See &. B76., ‘Job’ In Am. Tad. 
237; 6, 13 we find Aiab as a pers. name in N. Palestine (Cheyne, 
Expositor, 1897, 6, p. 23). 

4 On Adapa or Adamu, no ‘first Adam,’ but a special creation, see 
Lagrange, fel. sém. p. 340. Babylon knows of no ‘first man,’ 
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Singularly enough, there is a close parallel to this in Rune 
iii. of the Kalevala (Crawford), where the young singer 
Youkahainen brags thus to the ancient minstrel Waina- 
moinen— 

I was present as a hero, 

Sixth of wise and ancient heroes, 

Seventh of primeval heroes, 

When the heavens were created, 

When were formed the ether spaces, etc. 


Clearly the first man, according to some primitive thinkers, 
was not short of divine in his wisdom. 

Another is in Ezek. xxviii. 12-17, where we have a 
mythological picture of the first man in Paradise, which has 
some degree of affinity (1) to the Babylonian story of 
Gilgamesh, (2) to the picture in Gen. i. 26-28, and (3) to 
the Paradise-story in Gen. ii.-iii. We shall have to return 
to Ezekiel’s picture later; here I need only remark that 
underneath the king of Missor (as we must doubtless read 
instead of Sor) there is the grand form of the First Man, 
who is ‘ full of wisdom and perfect in beauty,’ and has the 
attire of a king or a demi-god. In fact, perfect wisdom 
and beauty are among the signs of godship. Wisdom is 
necessary alike for making a world, and for ruling over it 
when-it has been made; beauty either for charming or for 
awing its inhabitants into obedience. Not for charming 
alone. For the divine beauty has a special awfulness ; the 
unworthy may not see it unscathed. Naturally, then, the 
two first men were both wise and beautiful: the first is 
nameless in the Priestly Writing; the second is Hanék (to 
be restored, as the original reading, for Noah), whose wisdom 
and beauty are guaranteed by his converse with Elohim. 
To both, the royal hero of the Babylonian deluge-myth, 
Xisuthros (Atra-hasis, ‘the very wise’), and the equally 
royal Yima, who once upon a time ruled over pious 
men in the Zarathustrian Paradise, are in a high degree 
parallel. 

The First Man, therefore, may be called a God, just as 
his maker may be called a Man. In Gen. i. 26 (cp. ix. 6) 
we are told that he was to be the image and likeness of 
Elohim, and in v. 3 the same phraseology is used of the first 
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son in relation to the first father... And if there is a sexual 
distinction in the new-made human nature, was there not 
also, mythologically, a similar distinction in the nature of 
the Great Beings (cp. above, on i. 20)? Further, if it be 
said that to correspond to the preternatural animal-man 
who long, long ago preceded the glorious divine Man of 
the Priestly Writer, and indeed of the Babylonian creation- 
myths, there must afterwards have been animal-men, not in 
the same degree preternatural, we need not contradict (see 
on vi. 1-6). Such a phase of belief there was, and why 
should not the ancestors of the later Canaanites have passed 
through it? Heaven and earth, god and man must corre- 
spond. So felt, till quite recently, the N. American Indians ; 
so, too, the vastly more cultured Babylonian race. To what 
marvels of constructive speculation the latter were guided by 
this conception, no one has shown so clearly as Hugo 
Winckler.’ 

We now pass on to the question of the plurality of 
the Elohim. That the Heavenly Man, called by the 
Priestly Writer in a special sense Elohim, like the men of 
earth, loved companionship, we have seen already. ‘Elohim 
said, Let ws make man. Surely there is no figure of speech 
here, as if Elohim were taking counsel with himself. When 
such a case does arise, it does not appear that the plural is 
used.2 To understand the passage, we must take it with 
parallel passages, such as (iii. 22,) xi. 7, Isa. vi. 8, to which 
we may add the story of the visit of the three ‘men’ to 
Abraham in chap. xviii. I venture to think it practically 
certain that in an earlier form of this story the three ‘men’ 
represented a divine triad or trinity, which acted after 
deliberating in council, though one of its members was 
superior in rank to the rest. The notion will perhaps strike 
some as heathenish. It is, however, in harmony with the 


1 The Egyptians elaborated the theory of the humanity of God in a 
tasteless way (see Maspero, Dawn of Civ. p. 110). On Ezek. i. 27 
see Gressmann, Eschatologie, pp. 51 f. 

_ 2 See the essay already mentioned, Preuss. /ahrbiicher, civ. (1901), 
especially pp. 261 7 

3 Cp. Gen. viii. 21, ‘Yahweh said to his heart.’ The reference is 

at any rate valid against a textual conservative like Ed. Konig (Syxdax, 


§ 207). 
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fundamental belief of the Semitic East that heaven and earth 
are in the closest correspondence. An earthly king had his 
wider and his narrower circle of councillors, in imitation, as 
was supposed, of the heavenly pattern. The wider heavenly 
council consisted of the bené Elohim, or inferior divinities 
(1 K. xxii. 19-22, Job 1.6) ii. 1, xxxvilie7 ; ep) kev va 
The narrower one was limited to the Divine Three,’ the 
chief of whom can be no other than the great Yahweh 
himself, while the second and third are honourably subjected 
divinities, whose worship the Israelites had learned from the 
N. or E. Arabians. The names of the latter are Ashhur or 
Ashtar and Yarham or Yerahme’el (see below)—divinities 
already closely associated before they were subordinated to 
Yahweh. In fact, divine duads rather than triads are 
characteristic of Canaan. It is probable, too, that the inner 
divine council was often, in the mind of the Hebrew 
narrators, a duad” rather than a triad (see below, on ‘ Mal’ak 
Yahweh’). But, whether triad or duad, the Divine Com- 
panions were doubtless imagined as living together in the 
fullest harmony. 

I have here assumed that a time came when progressive 
Israelites were agreed that among the Divine Three there 
was no goddess. This may be illustrated by the fact that 
the Zenjirli (N. Syrian) inscriptions refer only to gods. It 
is, however, extremely probable that one member of the 
Divine Company of Gen. xviii. is the transformation of a 
goddess. The primitive Semitic deity was certainly a 
goddess—the great ‘mother-goddess’ Ashtart. It was this 
deity who was worshipped at the very ancient Semitic 
temple, the remains of which Petrie claims to have found at 
Serabit-el-Khadem.? For we can hardly fail to agree with 


1 Three, because of Gen. xviii. ; cp. also the triads of Egypt and 
Babylonia. Anu, Bel, and Ea formed a triad as early as 3000 B.C. 
Later Jewish speculation, however, recognised companies of four and of 
seven Mighty Ones. Saturninus, the Gnostic, of Antioch, taught that 
the world was produced by seven angels (Hippolyt. Refut. vii. 28). 
The Ophites spoke of a holy hebdomad, whose chief was Yaldabaoth, 
the God of the Jews (Iren. adv. haer. i. 30. 9, 10). 

2 So the great unifier of Babylonia recognises specially Anu and 
Bel (see Jastrow, RBA, p. 147). 

3 Researches tn Sinat (1906), p. 192. 
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this explorer that the Hat-hor (‘ Mistress of Turquoise ’) 
here worshipped was really Ashtart. As Barton has shown, 
the Semitic father-god was but a transformation of the 
mother-goddess, and the Kenites, whose disciples the tribes 
led by ‘ Moses’ were, must have worshipped Ashtart beside 
the great god commonly known as Yahweh.’ So that 
even in N. Arabia the Hebrews were the worshippers of 
a goddess, and when they advanced into Canaan their 
attachment to this cult would naturally grow and develop. 
For the Canaanites, like the Phoenicians, were devoted to 
Ashtart. This appears plainly enough from the results of 
the excavations. It is true there are many O.T. texts which 
describe the worship of the Baals and the Ashtarts as 
apostasy, but such statements are admittedly due to illusion. 

This is not the place to consider the Baalim. As to the 
local Ashtarts, the traces of their worship in the O.T. would 
no doubt be larger” but for the scribes and the redactors, 
and some of the original evidence of its existence can still 
(as we shall see) be recovered. From the phrase ‘ Ashtart, 
the abomination (goddess) of the Sidonians’ (1 K. xi. 5, 
2 K. xxiii. 13), one might be led to suppose that the cultus 
was an importation from Pheenicia in the time of Solomon, 
who, it is said, ‘went after Ashtart and Milkom. This, 
however, would be an error. From Judg. ii. 13, x. 6, 1 S. 
vii. 3, 4, xii. 10, however, as well as from the recent excava- 
tions, it appears that it is of earlier date than this. Judg. 
x. 6 deserves special attention, because after ‘the Baals and 
the Ashtarts’ come the words ‘the gods of Aram and the 
gods of Sidon. Now, both Aram and Sidon have two 
possible meanings. They may refer to regions or districts 
either on the northern or on the southern border of the 
Israelites. It is contended here that the most natural view 
is that which makes them southern regions, and that the 
settled parts of N. Arabia were the source and centre of the 
cultus referred to. See, further, on ‘Ashteroth Karnaim, 
xiv. 5. 

But besides the passages in which mention is plainly made 


1 Semttic Origins, p. 290. 
2 Barton, too, remarks on the scantiness of the O.T. references to 
Ashtoreth (‘Ashtoreth,’ etc., /BLZ x., 1891, p. 73): 
2 
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of Ashtart or the Ashtarts, as worshipped by the backsliding 
Israelites, there are passages enough in which the goddess 
Ashtart is referred to under one or another of her titles 
incorrectly transmitted. (a) One is ‘Malkah of Ishmael, * 
ze. the heavenly queen worshipped in Ishmaelite or Yerah- 
me’elite Arabia (cp. ‘Ishtar of Nineveh, ‘ Ishtar of Arbela’). 
This title is traditionally misrepresented in Jer. vii. 18, xliv. 
17-19, 25, as ‘queen of heaven,’ precisely as (if I may differ 
from the prevalent theory) ‘Baal of Ishmael’ has been 
altered into ‘ Baal of heaven’ by Phcenician priests adopting 
and sanctioning an error of the scribes or sculptors (cp. 
p- 45), and precisely as ‘the god of Ishmael’ has been 
altered sometimes in the O.T. into ‘god of heaven’ (see on 
Gen. xxiv. 7), and ‘the idol of Ishmael’ into ‘the abomina- 
tion ‘that makes desolate’)(Dan. xii, 11 5 cp.ix-12 70h. ). 
Malkah is, of course, the feminine of Melek or Malk (see 
p. 51). I may notice, however, that the various reading 
noxdn implied by the points, and by many MSS. as well as 
Pesh., may perhaps represent mM” xa, in which case DDD 
must of course be rejected. Cp. below, on Mal’ak. 

(6) Other titles are ‘the Ishmaelitess, ‘the Ashka- 
litess, ‘the Meshek goddess, ‘the Arabian,’ which are 
disguised in MT. as’ Bosheth,? Ashmath,?> Sukkoth,* 


1 pow (opw) for ‘ne, as e.g. in Gen xi. 4, xlix. 25. Cp. also Daynp- 
povsos in Philo of Byblus, a compound of two corrupt forms, one repre- 
senting ‘pv’, the other ox = ‘pny. 

2 nwa, as a designation of the consort of Baal, Jer. iii. 23, Hos. 
ix. 10, is pointed by Jastrow (JBL, 1894, pp. 19 77) nva; he regards 
it as the name of a Babylonian deity, and compares the personal name 
Mutibashti, which, however, can be explained otherwise. The usual 
view is that ‘Bosheth’ (as tradition points) means ‘shame’—a dis- 
paraging substitute for ‘ Ba‘al.’ But how comes the Chronicler to give 
‘ Eshba‘al’ (‘ Ishba‘al’ ?) rather than ‘Ishbosheth’?? The truth probably 
is that nvi=myiw=mb>xyow, The same explanation may apply to the 
Phoen, noax (Cooke, pp. 69, 91), also to the Heb. nwaly}x. Cp. 2 
and w2 often from dxynw”, 

3 nowx, Am. viii. 14, is another corruption of ‘nw. The parallelism 
shows this (see pp. 467). Cp. xpwx, 2 K. xvii. 30. 

4 n20 (MT. Sukkoth), in the title of the great autumn festival. 
‘ Booths’ is highly improbable, nor is anything said about dwelling in 
booths in Dt. xvi. 13-15. Originally it was the festival of Ashtart, as 
the goddess of fruit-producing trees. a> comes from noawx, the fem. 
of >3vx (=Asshur-yerahme’el); see on Gen. xiv. 13. We also find 
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Zenuth,’ Mazzaloth,? Tammuz,® Maskith[o], Shulammith,’ 
‘Arbith,® and Seba’oth.’ I must here appeal to fair- 
minded readers. The objections to the usual explana- 
tions of the passages referred to are exceedingly strong. 
If any one can overcome them, I will return to con- 
servative textual views. But the variety of explanations 
tried is already so great that I can hardly conceive of 
new ones. Take for instance the phrase minx %, which 
Gressmann has lately called ‘altogether unintelligible.’ 
It seems indeed to mean ‘Yahweh of the hosts.’ But we 


mia nap (1 superfluous) in 2 K. xvii. 30, as the deity of the N. Arabian 
Babel (see on Gen. x. 10). 3a should no doubt be naa, the first n 
omitted, as if dittographed. ‘n means ‘the Temanite goddess’ (see 
p. 45). 

1 mu, Hos, iv. 11 (a didactic maxim, clearly corrupt). The pre- 
ceding word 7»wv> covers over nbow ; soalsodoesmn. ‘The Ishmaelitess, 
Yaman, and Ashtar steal the mind.’ Cp. am ma, Jer. v. 7, where m1 
comes from myaxs (=Ishmaelitess). Cp. mm in Judg. xi. 1, and perhaps 
Josh. ii. 1; also Crz¢. Bzb. on 1 K. xxii. 38. 

2 mbin, 2 K. xxiii. 5. Neither ‘signs of the zodiac,’ nor ‘mansions 
(manzaltt) of the great gods’ will suit. ‘> should really be combined 
with Sy2. ‘Sun and moon’ is a gloss. Read mbvo='npw. The well- 
known title again. Cp. (7) and oni =ooxyoe; also ar and 21271 = ‘pw, 

3 ion, Ezek. vill. 14. ‘Women weeping for the Tammuz’ cannot 
be called probable. We rather expect (Jer. vil. 18, etc.) the worship 
of the ‘queen of Ishmael’ (tradition, ‘of heaven’), and this is ratified 
by textual criticism. nn, like mbip, comes from ‘ne. Read marin, not 
m3. 

4 [i]nawp, Ezek. viii. 12. Unintelligible in MT. Read movin, ze. 
the Meshek-goddess. See on ‘ Meshek,’ Gen. x. 2. 

5 Possibly moow (MT. Shulammith), in Cant. vi. 13, represents 
noby = mbxynw, on the supposition that Canticles is based on a cycle of 
songs relative to the myth of Adonis and his sister-spouse. See p. 47. 

6 may, in the phrase nma[a] px, 1 S. iv. 4, etc., which, like nya ‘x, 
is suspicious. Sometimes the Deuteronomist is supposed to have 
coined the phrase, and later writers are presumed to have interpolated 
m3 or nan in earlier passages. This, however, is but a makeshift 
hypothesis. We also find ma1y, miswritten (a2) as 72s, given as a gloss 
on myas i 11), and (4) as maz in Num. x. 35 f_ It is probable, too, 
that nna bya in Judg. viii. 33, ix. 4, and ‘a 5x in Judg. ix. 46, are corrup- 
tions of may Sxony, the two members of a divine duad being combined. 
The difficulties of commentators are thus, I hope, removed. Cp. p. 35. 

7 Independently Erbt (Die Hebrier, p. 185) has advocated a 
similar view. He would read nxaz, ‘the warrior-goddess,’ z.e. Asherah. 
But the great goddess was not primarily a warrior. Josh. v. 13 throws 
no real light on the name. 
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know from 1 S. iv. 4, 2 S. vi. 2, that it was the name of the 
god of the ark (if jx, ‘ark, be correct), and any one can 
see that such a name as this for such a god is, to say 
the least, improbable. Analogy suggests that minis must 
occupy the place of some proper name; in short, that ‘x 
is the incorrect form of a compound divine name. What 
we expect instead of mwsny is the name of a goddess (p. 17), 
and considering (a) the evidence of the ‘Stone of Job,’* 
(6) that saw and yaw are both derivatives of [Sx]yom, and 
(c) that & sometimes certainly takes the place of w (eg. in 
owas and owns, pyay, yy, voody, it is natural to read 
myly (=m iyi), and to explain it ‘Ishmaelitess.? It is 
worth noticing again that, according to Num. x. 35, 36 (the 
text is corrupt, but can be restored), the name Yahweh 
might be combined equally well with myny and with mvp. 
That the higher teachers of Israel at an early period induced 
their disciples to read the safer word (with \ instead of >) 
can be easily understood. See on % qxbn, pp. 58/7. 

A third title most probably underlies the phrase radix 
élohim in Gen. ii. 26. We have already seen that the clause 
as a whole must refer to one of the co-workers in creation, 
and that this mighty worker was represented in the form of 
a (female) bird. From this it follows that raiadh kohim 
cannot be the original reading. What this phrase usually 
means we know. It denotes a potent divine energy, 
materialistically conceived, which stirs human nature to its 
depths, and (in the later books) produces and sustains life 
(see Driver’s note). Here, however, it is an original cosmic 
power that comes before us hypostasized, and for this there 
is only one complete parallel, viz. the difficult passage, 
Isa. xl. 13. Indeed, there is no secure evidence that the 
vriidh, whatever be its functions, was ever hypostasized, 1 K. 
Kx 19 77.,clsa.1xiiiy 10, 11,01 4,"PsPevi.33;"asswelltactlc 
xl. 13, being most probably corrupt. 

1 The so-called ‘Stone of Job,’ discovered beyond the Jordan, 
seems to attest the worship of a Canaanitish goddess called Kana- 
z(or s)apant. For the latter part of this compound name (sapant) is 
surely maps, ‘Sephonith’ = Sib‘onith (‘ Ishmaelitess’), 

2 See on Sibe’on, xxxvi. 20. 

3 In 1 K. m7 represents 5xony, as the God of prophecy (prophecy 
most probably came from Arabia). In Isa., wip mo and ma nm have 
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There is but one adequate solution: rad ohim must 
represent a compound divine name, one of the elements in 
which must be the name of a goddess. ‘Elohim’ may be 
either a substitute for ‘Yerahme’el’ or (a later usage) an 
equivalent for ‘Yahweh’; the latter alternative is preferable. 
Riuéh therefore must have arisen out of the name of a 
goddess, and we can now see who that goddess must have 
been—‘ Ashtart’ (the Bab. Ishtar), who, though not the 
wife of Baal-ishmael (Baal-shamem) or Baal-hamman (Baal- 
yerahme’el), was at any rate his ‘name,’ ze. ‘equivalent’ 
(Eshmunazar’s inscription, 7 18). Her sacred animal at 
Sidon was the cow, in Cyprus the sheep, in Syria the dove. 
But she could not be confined to these manifestations. As 
a cosmogonic deity it was fit that she should assume the 
shape of an eagle. Originally, perhaps (like Anu), a 
chthonic deity, she rose to the rank of lady of heaven, 
celestial virgin, and, as Ishtar is styled in a Babylonian 
hymn, ‘ mother of the gods, fulfiller of the commands of Bel, 
producer of verdure, lady of mankind, mother Ishtar.’ ? 

But surely rd cannot have arisen out of ‘Ashtart? 
Of course not. But the goddess had various titles, and 
one of them, we may infer from Gen. i. 2 critically regarded, 
was Yarhith, the short for Yerahme’elith. The latter word 
was probably written Verah’, out of which, by an easy 
modification, an early editor produced vzdh. Parallels 
for this change lie close at hand. Besides the passages 
mentioned above (I K. xxii. 19, etc.), I may refer to three 
other passages in Genesis itself (iii. 6 a, vi. 3, vii. 22), another 
passage in Kings (1 K. xviii. 12, see p. 33), and another 
in ‘Isaiah’ (xlviii. 16). In Babylonia, too, the goddess 
Ishtar had other names; in fact, the various female 
goddesses pass into each other so readily that we are led to 
conclude with Hommel that there was but one Babylonian 
goddess, viz. Ishtar. One of these apparently distinct 
goddesses was Ba’u, who is really a double of Ishtar, and 


both sprung from ma dxonv (note 7K», v. 9, and see on ma’ qNoD, Gen. 
xvi. 7). Similarly 1m in Ps. cvi. is ="" m9, Ze, mm ‘ny, 

1 Note that the Mandzans equated the Holy Spirit with Istra-Libat, 
z.e. Ishtar-Dilbat (Brandt, Mand. Schriften, p. 45). 

2 Quoted by Driver in Hast. DB, ‘ Ashtoreth.’ 
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whose name may have journeyed to N. Arabia and Canaan 
—for names journeyed to, as well as from, these countries. 
Consequently the cosmogonic goddess may perhaps have 
been known as Ba’u-Yarhith. To justify this, let us look 
somewhat closely at v. 2a, WN WN AMT paxm. The 
occurrence of the terms wn and Wn is limited to later 
writings (including Isa. xxix. 21; see my Jntr. Is. p. 195). 
yn may be correctly spelt, but hardly 12. This word is 
surely the Baav of Philo of Byblus, who is the mother of 
Aioy and Ilpwroyoves. These two are really but one, viz. 
od», ze. Sxvew, while Baav is the Bab. Ba’u,! who is 
virtually identified with Belit,’ and is called ‘daughter of 
Anu (the heaven-god),’ a title also expressly given to Ishtar. 
That a scribe should have assimilated \"21 to Wn, is only 
natural. 

Thus we get as a near approach to the original form of 
Gen. i. 20, ‘and Yarhith-Yahweh was brooding over the 
face of the waters. How the cosmic egg was brought in, 
can be conjectured. Philo of Byblus says that the egg 
split and the earth, the heaven, and the celestial bodies 
emerged. A more first-hand authority for primitive 
imaginations says— 


From one half the egg, the lowest, 
Grows the nether vault of Terra ; 
From the upper half remaining 
Grows the upper vault of heaven.? 


Now, too, we can perhaps see how to read v. 2a, viz. PANT 
yx), ‘now the earth was chaos, to which is added yn, or 
rather .W1 NIT, ‘that is, Bau, a misplaced gloss on mr. 
Nor can we be surprised that 72 should occur only twice 
elsewhere, viz. Jer. iv. 23 (where, however, Duhm and Cornill 
deny it) and Isa. xxxiv. I1. 

We see, then, that a time came when it was instinctively 
felt by the best Israelites that the mother-goddess, who 
watched over the earth’s fertility, belonged to an earlier 


' According to Zimmern and Jastrow, there is no connexion between 
Ba’u and Bohu. But, then, these scholars think that ‘Bohu,’ like 
Tohu, means chaos, which is not here maintained. 

2 See Hommel, Gr. p. 114, note 4. 

8 The Kalevala, by Crawford, Rune i. 
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stratum of thought, and that society now demanded a 
father-god. Such a change, for which there are numerous 
parallels, corresponds, as Barton has shown, to a new stage 
of family development. The goddess had been called 
(neglecting the distinction between x and y)* Ashtart. 
The name of the god was Ashtar(?), or Ashhur, or 
Yeshiriin, or perhaps Ashér. Let me first speak of Ashhur. 
The name is traceable not only in the O.T., but also in a 
hitherto unexplained N. Syrian divine name, viz. Arku- 
resheph, in the Hadad Zenjirli inscription, 2 11 (Cooke, p. 
161). Arku is to be grouped with the Phcenician personal 
name pry (Cooke, p. 88), and with the ethnic pry, Gen. 
x. 17 (see note). The feminine form Ashhoreth (= Ashtart) 
was also perhaps known in Phcenicia (see on Melkarth, p. 
46). The name can readily be explained on the analogy 
of compound names such as 7y1wxr (Ashdod), 12pwx (Ash- 
kenaz), Sows (Ashkal; MT. Eshcol), popwr (Ashkelon), 
Syne (Ashba‘al; MT. Eshbaal), jaws (Ashban; MT. 
Eshban) ; in all of which wx takes the place of 1x. The 
second element, yn, often occurs in the O.T. as a proper 
name, and in most of these cases it is evident that the name 
is N. Arabian. There are also Aramzean names into which 
the element 7\m enters, as we learn partly from Aramaic, 
partly from cuneiform documents.” It may be best explained 
as a weakened form of 39n, which, like Wom (Gen. xxxiii. 
19) and orm (1 Chr. ii. 44), is certainly an offshoot of om 
= 5xnrm (see below). Ashhur will therefore mean Asshur- 
yerahme’el,®> a name applied both to a district of the large 
Yerahme elite region (see on ii. 14), and to the El or divinity 
of the district. It was natural, therefore, that on the way to 
Shur (ze. Asshur) the forlorn Hagar should meet the friendly 
divinity known as Asshur-Yerahme’el. See on Gen. xvi. 13 7. 


1 The distinction referred to is not kept up in the writing of proper 
names in the O.T. texts. See further, Zimmern, AA7™*), p. 420, with 
note 5. 

2 See S. A. Cook, Avam. Gloss. ; Johns, Ass. Deeds, iii. 537 ; and 
PEF Quart. St., 1905, p. 240 (on Gezer Tablet). As-hor, however, 
in the Aramaic papyri of Assuan is an Egyptian name (‘belonging to 
Horus ’). 

3 We need not therefore refer to the goddess Ishhara = Ishtar 
(KAT, p. 432; Hommel, Gv. p. 41, note 2). 
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Note also in the parallel passage, DY NIT wR, from 
‘ow NT Tea, ‘in Asshur, that is, Ishmael’ (xxi. 17 8). 

Asshur as a divine name is more frequent than Ashhur, 
and as aregional name is even common. As a divine name 
it was first noticed by Hommel’ in Dt. xxxiii. 29, where 
we should read (after ‘by Yahweh’), ‘[ Yahweh] is the shield 
which is thy help, and Asshur the sword which is thy pride.’ 
So in Gen. xvii. 1, ‘I am El Shaddai’ should be ‘I am El 
Asshur,’ and similarly wherever Shaddai occurs we should 
read, not Shédi, ‘my demon’ (as Noldeke), but ‘ Asshur’ (see 
on Gen. xlix. 25); ‘ Yeshurun,’ too, is probably a modification 
of Asshur with a termination indicating attachment. And 
lastly, in Ex. iii. 14 M7 both times has probably sprung 
from 77x, so that Elohim says to Moses, ‘Tell the bené 
Israel, Ashhur has sent me unto you.’” See also Gen. xxxi. 
29, 42, 53, where critical emendation is indispensable. 

The question may perhaps be asked, Was the god 
Asshur or Ashhur originally a tree-spirit? One thing at any 
rate is clear. The tree-symbol of the original El-Asshur was 
the asshur-tree, also known as déasshir (Isa. xli. 19, etc.) and 
probably as ‘es va‘aman, ‘the ra‘aman tree’ (see p. 33, note 2). 
In Dt. xvi. 21, where the impossible py-5> Towx should be 
TDN pp-5o, there is a confusion between the asshur-tree 
planted near the altar of Baal (ze. Asshur-Yerahme’el) and 
the symbol of Baal’s divine companion, who is often called 
Asherah. An equally unfortunate mistake occurs in Lev. 
xvii. 7 and 2 Chr. xi. 15, where ovnyw, ‘satyrs,’ has sup- 
planted oy x,° symbols of the god Asshur, and in 2 K. xxiii. 
8, where ‘Asshurim’ has become ovyyvw, ‘ gates, also in Dt. 
xxxil. 17, Ps. cvi. 37, where ‘Asshurim’ has become p>, 
“demi-gods’ (?). We have also to consider our position with 
regard to ‘Asher, ‘ Asherah,’ ‘Asherim, and ‘ Asheroth, 
The most natural view is that ‘Asher, with a plural 
‘Asherim,’ is a collat. form of ‘ Asshur, and ‘ Asherah, with 
a plural ‘ Asheroth,’ of ‘ Asshurith.* Possibly, however, the 


1 Aufsitze und Abhandlungen, ii. 209 ; cp. Barton, Sem. Or. p. 249. 
2 In Ex. ill. 14 78’ Tnx wR ANN is a later insertion, partly scribal, 
partly redactional. See ad doc. 

3 Cp. on ‘Seir,’ Gen. xiv. 6. 


4 Cp. Wellhausen, Comp. des Hex.) p. 11. 


—— 
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distinction between ‘ Asherim’ and ‘ Asheroth’ may not have 
been present to the editors of the texts. At any rate, we 
find ‘ Asherim’ and ‘Hammanim’ mentioned together (Isa. 
xvii. 8, xxvii. 9), and the presumption is that the ‘ Asherim’ 
are symbols of ‘Asher’ =Asshur, and the ‘Hammanim’ 
symbols of Rahman (Rimmon) = Yerahme’el.' 

Thus between ‘ Asher,’ ‘ Asshur, and ‘ Yerahme’el’ (see 
below) there was no real difference, and when in Ex. iii. 14 
‘Asshur’ is said to be the sender of Moses it is as if the 
divine name had been Yerahme’el. It was therefore possible 
for the Canaanitish goddess Ashratu or Ashirtu (= Ashérah) 
to be represented as the consort of Ramman.” Probably the 
people explained Ashratu or Ashérah as ‘the propitious’ 
(,/7WN = 7), just as they must have explained Rahman 
(= Yerahme’el) as ‘the compassionate.’ 

We now pass on to Ashtar (amwx) or ‘Ashtar (any). 
The latter form (which Hoffmann explains as ‘the luxuriant’)? 
occurs in Mesha’s inscr. (1. 17) in combination with Kémosh, 
and most scholars have supposed that “Ashtar here is = 
“Ashtart. Surely this is an error. Lagrange’s argument 
that the Moabites, being so near the Canaanites, would 
naturally regard “Ashtar as a goddess,‘ will not stand, for the 
Canaanites expressed the fem. gender by the form “Ashtart. 
It is true the Ishtar of Babylonia and Assyria was a goddess. 
But why should we suppose that the tendency which led the 
Canaanites to differentiate by appending the fem. ending did 
not extend to Moab? I hold, therefore, with Barton,’ in 
Opposition to Baethgen, Moore, and Lagrange, that the 
“Ashtar of King Mesha is a masculine form, like the Sabaan 
anny; and if so, it will be only natural to find traces of 
the cultus of this ‘Ashtar (or Ashtar) among the Israelites 
and the Phoenicians. 


1 It is a mistake to render ‘ Baal-hamman’ (the chief god of Punic 
N. Africa) ‘the glowing Baal.’ It is= Baal-Yarham. 

2 See £. Bib, ‘Rimmon’; Jensen, Aittiter u. Armenier (1898), 
pp. 172 f.; Zimmern, KAT), pp. 433 f Hommel (£2. 7. xi. 190; 
cp. Gr. p. 85) thinks that Asherah = S, Arabian Athirat, the wife of the 
moon-god. 

3 From “wy = Aram. rny, ‘to be rich’ (Ved. ezn. phon. Inschr. p. 22). 
Similarly Hommel (G7. p. 89, note 1). 

4 Religions sémitiques (1903), p. 125. 5 Sem. Or. pp. 141 f7- 
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Our expectation is not disappointed, though in Pheoeni- 
cian we can only point to nwy Ti» in an inscription from 
Kition (Cooke, p. 72); there is surely no necessity to 
identify this with the more common minwytiy. In the O.T. 
we.may refer to Dt. ili. 17, iv. 40, Josh. xi°40,%xi103,.—35 
xiii. 20, where we find a word miqwx of which no satisfac- 
tory explanation is forthcoming (see BDB, and Ges.-Buhl). 
Its origin, however, ought to be clear; it comes either from 
amwr or from myanmwr. The former is preferable because of 
twrx in Num. xxi. 15,’ which comes either from 7x or from 
amon. Asin the case of Ashhur, the name was applied 
both to a district and to the divinity of the district. We 
also find amwx underlying wrnn in Hos. iv. I1 (see p. 19, 
note 1), and the second part of the name win. in an 
Aramaic papyrus (Assuan, A 1g), and also underlying 
mw in an impossible phrase in Am. vi. 1, where 1273 
DNI77 mw should be ovyd524nwx wpa And further 
on we shall see that the traditional resting-place of the 
ark was on the mountains (mountain?) of Ashtar. We 
can well believe that the city and district referred to were 
devoted to the God Ashtar. Nor is it impossible that 
our method may reveal to us unexpected traces of the 
primitive importance of this deity. maym px (Ex. xxv. 22) 
and mit Sox (Num. ix. 15, xvii. 23) may have come 
from nwy PN and ‘wy Soe respectively, just as ty Sar 
(Ex. xxvii. 21, etc.) and ty W7 (Isa. xiv. 13) may have 
come from jor Sax and.’ WW (Ra‘aman = Yerahme’el). 
Indeed, JN itself may cover over a divine name (see p. 34). 
Whether nova nnd (Ex. xxxi. 18) once meant ‘tablets 
inscribed by Ashtar,’ is uncertain. 

I confess that this theory seems to me not unplausible, 
though it may be doubted whether may or myty has not 
rather come from the fem. form moimwy. As we have seen, 
the ark (if ‘ark’ be right) was specially connected with 
Yahweh-Shema‘ith (underlying Y.-Seba’oth), ze. Yahweh- 
Ashtart. monwy may have been written my; such abbre- 
viations were always natural. I willingly admit that the 


1 For onan we read Sxony anv, dropping the final o in ’s7 as due to 
a scribe’s error. 


2 See Hibbert Journal, iii. 831. 
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mistaken reading may or myty for amy or Minty must be 
ancient ; but how many other mistaken readings must be 
comparatively ancient! In Ex. xxv. 16, 21 f, xxx. 6, and 
in the Psalms, myty must be the original reading, and must 
mean ‘law.’ But there are certain phrases in which the 
name of a deity seems called for. For instance, in Ex. 
xvi. 34 ‘ before the Law’ is not a suitable parallel to ‘ before 
Yahweh’ (vw. 33). Nor is ‘ark of the Law,’ ‘tent of the 
Law, ‘ dwelling-place (wn) of the Law’ nearly as natural 
as ‘ark—tent—dwelling-place of Ashtar or (Ashtart).’? 
Nor is the phrase ‘the tablets of Ashtar (or Ashtart)’ at all 
unsuitable. There is sufficient evidence (see p. 38, note 2) that 
Ashtart was sometimes regarded as the goddess of wisdom, 
and we may assume that Ashtar (who grew out of Ashtart), 
as well as his fellows, Yerahme’el and Yahweh, was also 
honoured as such. 

That there should only be well-disguised traces of 
Ashtar, need not surprise us. He was in fact overshadowed 
by his divine companion Yerahme’el. Let us now consider 
the name Yerahme’el. Its original meaning escapes us. 
But the people no doubt explained it as ‘God has com- 
passion’; there is an allusion to this certainly in Hos. 1. 6 
and ii. 3 (1), where the writer alludes to Yerahme’el as an 
element in the compound name of Israel’s God, and probably 
in Hos. i. 10, where (to harmonise with the context) 5x 12 
‘m7 should be corrected into Sxom 22. It is probable, 
too, that the on of Damascus and the Ramman of Babylonia 
and Assyria both come from 5xarm through one of the two 
possible linking forms yarn (popularly, ‘ compassionate’) and 
jon (popularly, ‘thunderer’). But what was the original 
meaning of the name? May it mean ‘moon... .’? 
Hommel (Gyr. p. 95, note 3) suggests, ‘the moon truly is 
God, and explains Abimael similarly as ‘my father truly is 
God’ (so too Ulmer). These explanations, however, are 
forced (see on Gen. x. 28). ‘Truly’ for ma is suspicious, and, 
though ‘moon’ for rm is plausible, the isolated appearance 
of a moon-god mv on a Pheenician seal® would be strange, 
and it should be observed that the god Syarm on a 


1 The same remark may be made on the phrase nn j7N (see p. 35). 
2 Ed. Meyer, £. Bzb., ‘Pheenicia,’ § 11 (7SBA v. 456). 
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Palmyrene inscription is apparently a sun-god (Cooke, p. 280). 
It is true, ‘Sinai’ is commonly derived from the Babylonian 
Sin, as if it meant the moon-mountain. But this theory, 
though cleverly supported by Winckler (Z. 420., ‘ Sinai’), is 
an unsound one. Both ‘Sinai’ and the ethnic ‘ Sini’ (Gen. 
x. 17) have quite another origin (see on Ex. iii. 1). Besides, 
with all deference to Hommel, the 7 in Yerahme’el has to 
be plausibly accounted for. It might, indeed, be due to 
‘mimation’? (so Sayce). But when a letter holds out so 
firmly in the various derived forms as the m (see e.g. Aram, 
Ram, Raham, Hamiel, Kemiel, Melah, Lehem, Amalek, 
Yeroham, Karmel), it is natural to regard it as radical. The 
final -e/ (as in all similar cases) is purely formative. Some- 
times it is neglected ; we find the forms Yirham or Yarham. 
Other forms are Raham, Rikbo and Rekeb, Melek, Yaman, 
Yerah.” The last of these would account for a Pheenician 
divine name Yerah ; the last but one for the Babylonian god- 
name Yam ;* the last but two for the Phoenician god-names 
usually read respectively Milk and Mukl (see pp. 507). Rikbo 
(from Rakbul, see on Ex. xv. 1) throws light on the difficult 
Sean in the Hadad and Panammu inscriptions (see Cooke). 
This deity was one of the great gods of Ya’di in N. Syria ; his 
name means neither chariot nor charioteer of El, but, like the 
Palmyrene Syarnm (Cooke, p. 278), is a corruption of Sxar. 
Cultus and name were transferred to N. Syria from Arabia. 
Raham, too, which in the O.T. (1 Chr. ii. 44) and in the 
Assuan papyri (ywarm= Ay om?) is only a personal or 
clan-name, occurs in a (late) Palmyrene inscription as the 
name of one of the three ‘good gods,’ 

But a longer pause is needful at the form Yarham. 
Yarhamu occurs on contract-tablets dated under Shamshu- 
iluna (Sayce). We also often find om (MT. Yeroham) as 
a personal name, and at least once as a part of the full 
name of the God of Israel. This is in Ex. xxii. 16,72 
passage which rewards a careful study. Holzinger is right 
in declining to cancel (after Sam.) the closing words »nd52 


' Hommel accounts similarly for ‘ Milkom’ (Gy. p. 163, note*4). 

2 Other modifications will be referred to later. 

3 Hommel, Gr. p. 130, note 1; p.178,note 4. We find a personal 
name Yama in Am. Tad. 238, 2. 
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sms ims, though they have no proper connexion with 
what precedes. His reason is that oqm is not a suitable 
word; in the earlier period it was bodies of men, not 
individuals, who were devoted by the serem. What we 
expect is noy min. May not om have come from onmn, 
the verb at the end having fallen out? This, however, 
leaves yx) »nSa unaccounted for. It has not been observed 
that »nda may, as in Isa. x. 4, have come from 5ayn or 
Syamx, 2.e. Sxvow», and that in the true text ‘ Ishmael’ some- 
times occurs as a gloss on 5xnrp, the two names being 
equivalent. In the present case, andr is preceded by oxm, 
and it is a natural suggestion (transposing m and 4) that 
this word is the shortened form of Yerahme’el. To supply 
may mio is needlessly violent. Prefix m to mn (the pre- 
ceding group of letters is closed by n), restore m7 for 
ody, and omit the two glosses (nba, ze. Syany, on orm, 
and mm on ovtdxd), and you get this precept, mma man 
ytaS orm, ‘thou shalt sacrifice to Yahweh-Yarham alone,’ 
Can our more conservative scholars suggest an equally 
adequate remedy? Where Holzinger has failed, it is not 
likely that they will succeed. 

That Yarham sometimes takes the form of Yam, has 
been already shown (sce p. 28). This enables us in 
passing to suggest a better explanation for the form oy in 
peieeexdiva st, xv. 1,7) 7. The -is not, due to‘ mimation’ 
(Kittel). As in the case of the proper names in cuneiform 
texts closing with yéma or yémz, or beginning with Yam,’ it 
seems best to explain o> as the short either for pm or for 
ja. The name is really of geographical origin ; it means 
‘Arabia of Yarham’; though of course a conventional 
religious meaning may, even in Abijam’s time, have been 
attached to the name. 

On the name which is equivalent to, and often a gloss on, 
Yerahme’el, viz. Yishmael, not much can be said. Its true 
meaning appears to be unknown. From the Assyrian name 
Ishmanni-Adadi* one may perhaps infer that there was a 
god Ishman; now Ishman certainly is=Ishmael. But this 
throws no light on the origin of the name, and the theories 


1 Including the Ahiyami (=Ashhur-yaman) in an important letter 
found by Sellin at Tell Taannek. 2 Johns, Deeds, p. 398. 
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mentioned elsewhere (see on xvi. I1) are insecure. The 
people, no doubt, explained it as=‘God hears.’ Cp. the 
Phoenician name 5yaynw, for which, however, AvomreiOns is the 
Greek equivalent ; also the Assyrian name Ishme-iln, which 
H. Ranke' proposes to interpret ‘God heard’ or ‘God has 
(this time) heard” Another form of ‘Ishmael’ is probably 
Syaty, a Phoenician name (Cooke, pp. 347, 350), and also 
underlying the tyn (k® Badal) of 1 K. vii. 21.2 That tya is 
connected with 5) is pointed out in Z. Bz. col. 2304. Now 
byt is = Sxvnw (Crit. Bib. p. 353). Another form is Siry, 
Lev. xvi. 8 (see on Syn, Gen. x. 27). Yerahme’el (or Ishmael) 
having become a Pluto, it was natural that Ishmael, in one 
of its forms, should become the name of a harmful demon in 
the wilderness. See pp. 537 

The functions and attributes of the divinity called 
Yarham or Yerahme’el were very various. It is necessary 
to draw a distinction between the god of the nomadic and 
the god of the agricultural stage. Some traces of the 
former are still discernible. (@) It was from this god that 
the later Yerahme’el, and consequently also Yahweh, derived 
the titles of ‘ elohtm of the mountains’ and ‘inhabitant of 
Sinai, ® probably also (see below) those of ‘Baal of the 
mountains’ (Zeds dpecos) and ‘ Ba‘al-Lebanon.’ (4) He was 
also the god of the storms which rage in the southern 
mountains (Isa. xxi. 1, Zech. ix. 14), and which seemed to 
ancient worshippers to declare the presence of their God 
(Ezek. i. 4, Saphon-Ishmael, 1 K. xix. 11); also of the fire, 
whether of lightning (Isa. xxx. 30, I K. xviii. 38) or of an 
active’ volcano” (cp. Ex-diie2?, ‘xix, 98; Dt-ive tax. te) 
(c) He must also have been, before Yahweh, the god of the 


1 Die Personennamen in den Urkunden der Hammurabidynastie 
(1902), p. 33: 

2 The companion-name }2 probably comes from jo3»=‘nay. Note 
that two pillars were dedicated to Melkarth (on this name see p- 46) at 
Tyre; see Herod. ii. 44. 

3 Dt. xxxili. 16, reading -»0 for MT.’s a0, 

4 See Dr. C. T. Beke, Szvaz in Arabia (1878). Independently 
Gunkel and others have taken the same view (see on Ex. iii. 2). The 
references to volcanic eruptions have partly been retouched, so that 
close inspection is needed. Cp. Gressmann’s phrase ‘stilisiert ’ 
(Eschat. p. 45). 
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kévubim, and, if the text-reading }yw is correct, of the ark. 
When he led his host to battle he was represented by a 
material object, probably a stone, if we should not say two 
stones, not too massive to be carried (see below, p. 35), and 
supposed to be tenanted by the divinity. This stone was 
called by the name Aron (‘ark’), or rather, in this early 
period, by some other name, such as Armon or Ra‘aman, 
which can still be detected underneath the corrupt Aron 
(see p. 34). The stone was probably not carved at all. It 
came down from a remote antiquity, when, not only between 
human beings and animals, but between animals and plants, 
and between plants and stones, the separation was not so 
manifest as it afterwards became, and when the imperfect 
Being who was older even than the primitive Yerahme’el 
and the primitive Ashtart could will to reside either in an 
animal (cp. the £évzbim) or in a plant (cp. the sacred trees), 
or in a stone (cp. Gen. xxviii. 22). Later on, a small rudely 
carved kérib may have replaced the stone in which the 
invisible God was supposed to be present (see below). (qd) 
He was also a god of few sacrifices and simple sanctuaries. 
Amos (v. 25) may exaggerate when he looks back on the 
wanderings of Israel as a time without sacrifices. But this 
god was certainly distinguished by his not requiring the 
lavish sacrifices which the prophet Amos saw offered at the 
comparatively spacious temples (Aékalim) of the settled 
Yerahme elites. 

Thus there are four titles, among others, which may be 
given to the older Yerahme’el—(a) god of the mountains, 
(4) god of storms and of fire, (¢) god of the sacred stone or 
stones, and (@) god of the few sacrifices and simple sanctuaries. 
ixeetor(@), this phrase occurs in 1 K. xx. 28. It. is, there 
used of Yahweh, but he cannot have been the first god to 
bear the title. Mount Sion would never have suggested it 
(cp. Ps. Ixviii. 16 f, Ixxviii. 68 #); the phrase must have 
come from N. Arabia. Among the Phcenicians the Zevs 
dpecos or ‘ Baal of the mountains’ and the ‘ Baal of Lebanon’ 
(Cooke, p. 54) both most probably have this origin,’ though 


1 For the second title, see Crit. Bzb. on 1 K. v. 20, Jer. xxii, 20. 
The name ‘Lebanon’ also journeyed to Carthage (see Cooke, p. 127). 
On the journeyings of Arabian names, see p. 43. As W. R. Smith 
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the inscriptions containing the latter were found in Cyprus. 
Such transferences of cults were common. The mountain of 
greatest sanctity was, of course, Horeb, with which Sinai 
may rightly be identified. It was originally a mythic 
mountain which rose into the heaven, but it came to be 
placed by tradition ‘in the recesses of Ishmael’—a distinc- 
tively mountainous region. This we gather from Isa. xiv. 13 f, 
where saphdn is a dialect form of Sibe‘on, z.e. ‘Ishmael’ (cp. 
p. 50, note 3; p. 80, note 5). The passage is late, but late 
writers often preserve archaic phrases and conceptions. 

Here, therefore, in this simple mountain sanctuary, was 
the true centre of the Yerahme’elite race, for all the tribes 
originally worshipped the same god Yerahme’el or Baal— 
the Labanites’ no less than the Yakobites (see Gen. xxxi. 
17-xxxii. 1). And though the passage, Isa. xix. 23-25, is 
probably very late, yet we can at least refer to it in proof 
of the ancient tradition that Misrim* and Asshur as well 
as Israel once worshipped the same God—a tradition which 
prompted the prophetic hope that in the latter day these 
three peoples might find a reuniting principle in their 
common purified religion. 


(Kinship”, p. 224, note 1) remarks, ‘The ‘mountain Zeus” can hardly 
be any other god than Eshmun.’ Now Eshmun is=Ishmael or 
Yerahme’el. 

1 The Labanites (see on ‘ Nephilim,’ vi. 4) were more tenacious of 
archaic usages than the Yakobites (note the teraphim, Gen, xxxi. 34, 
and the ‘foreign gods’—represented, perhaps, on Egyptian amulets, 
Gen. xxxv. 2, 4). 

2 In Exodus the oppressing king is pictured as not ‘knowing’ 
Yahweh (cp. Ex. v. 2, ‘I know not Yahweh’; viii. 28, ‘ Yahweh 
your God’; ix. 13, x. 3, ‘Yahweh the God of the Hebrews’; ix. 14, 
‘that thou mayest know,’ etc.). But it is plain that in Joseph’s time 
there was no complete religious severance between the Hebrews and the 
Misrites, and under the ‘new king’ who ‘knew not Joseph’ (Ex. i. 8) 
there were some Misrites even among the king’s servants who ‘feared 
the word of Yahweh’ (ix. 20), Justice will be done to all the facts if 
we suppose that the change from the earlier to the later Yerahme’el was 
completed in Misrim after the supposed period of Joseph’s viziership. 
The Hebrews adhered to the earlier Yerahme’el, whom the narrator 
unhistorically calls Yahweh. But the Misrites were certainly Yerah- 
me’elites. In Gen. x. 6 Misrim is the son of Ham, ze. Yarham, and 
in Ps. Ixxviii. 51 and elsewhere ‘ Misrim’ and ‘Ham’ (Yarham) are 
parallel. So in 2 S, xxiii. 21 ‘a Misrite man’ is glossed ‘a man of 
Yerahme’el ’ (a7 is obviously corrupt). 
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(6) That Yahweh was the storm-god and the fire-god 
could not have been held if Yerahme’el had not been so 
before him. This is confirmed by a passage in the Elijah- 
story. In 1 K. xviii. 12 (see p. 21) the timid Obadiah 
imagines that a Being called Ruah-Yahweh will carry 
Elijah off to some unknown locality. The verb, unex- 
pectedly, is masculine. This suggests the probability that 
Ruah-Yahweh represents the compound name of a divinity— 
Obadiah’s God, viz. Yerahme’el-Yahweh.’ If this divinity 
was sometimes traditionally imagined as a mighty eagle 
(cp. p. 9g), we can well understand Obadiah’s fear. There 
were probably Babylonian stories current in Canaan of 
heroes (¢g. Etana) carried aloft by supernatural eagles. 
The eagle might well represent a storm-god, such as 
Yerahme’el, like the Babylonian-Assyrian god Ramman 
(from Rahman = Yerahme’el),” certainly was. That Yahweh 
was a fire-god, hardly needs proof. See, however, Judg. 
xili. 20, and note the phrase ‘the fire of God,’ Job i. 16, 
see also Isa. vi. 4. 

As to (c), the usual view of critics is that the ‘ark’ 
contained two stones, like the two sacred stones (a white 
and a black) built into the wall of the Ka’ba at Mecca, and 
representing the deities Al-‘Ozza (a goddess) and Hobal 
respectively. But a close study of the passages describing 
the effect produced upon enemies by the ark throws con- 
siderable doubt on this theory.? When, eg., the Philistines 
‘understood that the ark of Yahweh had come into the 


1 Crit. Bib. p. 397. 

2 Prof. D. S. Margoliouth (Religzons of Bible Lands, p. 20) connects 
Rimmon with Rahman, ‘compassionate.’ Rimmon, however, is the 
same as Ramman; ‘compassionate’ is only a Volksetymologie (see 
p. 37). Winckler holds that Yahweh is = Addu and Ramman, and that 
Ramman and Hadad were both brought to Babylonia and Assyria by 
the second or ‘Canaanite’ migration (G/i. 37, ii. 78; KAT, pp. 33, 
133). He is therefore more nearly on my side than Zimmern (K-47, 
pp. 444 7). But he does not see that jom is but a slight modification 
of Sxonv, which is the name of the great N. Arabian god or Baal. A 
collateral form of Ramman or Rahman is jDy7 (p. 24), underlying the 
second word of the phrase j3y1 py (Dt. xii. 2, etc.), and the second word 
of the phrases 7319 Sax and ry: 17, and perhaps also underlying the divine 
name ‘nx (see p. 55). ‘Arnon’ and ‘ Araunah’ have the same origin. 

3 Cp. Harper, Amos and Hosea, Introduction, p. Ixxxix. 
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camp,’ they said, ‘Elohim has come into the camp, and 
asked, ‘Who can deliver us from these mighty Elohim’ 
(1S. iv. 7 fe tis: not™the mysterious. contents gera 
chest that they mean, but some divine image or images. 
Take a parallel case from Phcenicia. The Oo) svotparevo- 
pevo— fetishes carried along with the army to the field’? 
—were surely visible objects, not anything shut up in a box. 
Certainly, if ’avéx could be interpreted as either ‘throne’ 
or ‘ship, we could understand the effect produced, for in 
Assyria statues of the gods were carried about, seated on 
thrones, and in Babylonia deities were carried in solemn 
procession in ships, of course in such a way as to be seen. 
But how can ’avéu bear either meaning? 

Or let us take another passage not relating to Israel’s 
enemies. | When the Israelites had been defeated by the 
men of Ai, Joshua ‘rent his clothes, and fell to the earth 
on his face M7 MN 129’ (Josh. vii. 6). Surely the closing 
words” are subversive of the idea that pnx means a fetish 
or fetishes shut up inachest. According to Dibelius (Lade, 
p. 32), ‘before the ’avén Yahweh’ means before the Yahweh 
invisibly enthroned upon the ’arom. Certainly, it must 
somehow mean ‘before Yahweh’; but how shall we get 
this sense? Not by Dibelius’ expedient, but by recognising 
that, like so many other religious terms, ’avéz has come into 
existence either by corruption or by alteration, most prob- 
ably the latter. And just as we have the personal names 
por (Amon) from pow (="aT), and ame (1 Chr. vii. 12) 
from 77x, so most probably we should restore one letter 
to po, and read either porn or yon (=5xor; see p. 55). 
In Josh. vii. 6, therefore, the original text was oN mp5 
mim, which may be illustrated by v. 7, where Joshua 
addresses his God as MM Wn, Ze. 9 PON (see p. 55), and 
by 1 K. ii. 26, where in the phrase M7 -77N PN the two 
first words are variants representing Onn. 

That the religious authorities of a later age should first 
of all do away with the stone symbols, and then convert 


1 Ed. Meyer, &. 47b., col. 3749, referring to the treaty between 
Hannibal and Philip of Macedon. Cp. W. R. Smith, Rel. Sem.) 
Pp. 37- 
2 That @ disregards js is unimportant. 
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the word ’Armon or Ra’aman into ’Aron, is intelligible 
enough. It was one of the principles which guided them 
in the practical adjustment of past history and literature to 
present religious needs, gently to manipulate the inherited 
forms of expression. This ’évon Yahweh took the place of 
’Armon-Yahweh, one of the old compound names of the 
divine duad. Other such compound names are probably 
*Armon-‘Ashtar’ and ’Armon-Ibrith (or ‘Arbith),? under- 
lying ’Aron-ha‘édith and ’Aron-habbérith respectively. We 
may venture to suppose that two sacred stones (perhaps 
rudely carved) were originally carried in some kind of 
open shrine on the shoulders (cp. Isa. xlv. 20) of priestly 
guardians. 

I have carefully read what Dibelius has to offer in 
behalf of his own veligions-geschichtlich view of the ark in 
his Dze Lade Jahves (1906), but there are manifest weak- 
nesses in it such as no archeological learning and tact can 
overcome. See Rev. of Theol. and Philos., edited by Prof. 
Menzies, January 1907 (Cheyne); and Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 
Heft 4, 1906 (Budde). 

As to the kéviibim, it is very possible (see above) that in 
course of time—on the passage of the Israelites into a new 
social stage—the sacred stones were carved into some rude 
resemblance to a lion with a human face (cp. on Gen. iii. 24). 
For the references to the lion in connexion with Yahweh 
he, 10s) Va 450 Xi. 10, Xtitn7 7) and. with Judah (Gen, 
xlix. g) justify the supposition that Yahweh, and therefore 
also Yerahme’el, was (like Nergal) in one of his aspects a 
lion-god. In the agricultural stage he was naturally 
represented as a steer-god. But the conceptions of the 
lion-god and of the eagle-god (see p. 33) are probably 
older. When I say ‘lion-god’ I do not, of course, mean 
that the god was, as it were, bound to the sacred animal, 
but that in some sense which only a primitive worshipper 

1 Passages like I S. iv. 4, 2 S. vi. 2, suggest a close connexion between 
the ’aron (z.e. the stone symbolic of ’Armon) and the divine name 
Yahweh-Seba’oth (zc. Yahweh-Shema'ith = Yahweh-‘Ashtart). This 
has long ago been observed, but its full significance has not been 
recognised. For “éduth see pp. 26/7. 


2 Cp. p. 19, note 6. It is possible that in 1 S. iv. 4 nay pow (under- 
neath na jx) and nyow mn (underneath msas ) are alternative readings. 
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could fully realise, he willed to deposit his divine essence 
in it. 

Passing on to (@), enough has been said elsewhere (see 
p. 63) on the sacrifices. The sanctuaries of the nomadic 
period must have been very simple." Such temples as those 
of Shiloh (1 S. i, iii.) were, of course, unknown. The great 
sanctuary was on Horeb or Sinai. But the whole mountain 
was sacred ; to what purpose would a temple have been? 

We now pass on to the later Yerahme’el, who cannot be 
altogether distinguished from Yerahme’el-Yahweh. I offer 
my conclusions with the requisite reserves, but cannot evade 
the obligation of forming and expressing them. Early in 
the agricultural period Yerahme’el may, like Marduk,” have 
been a god of vegetation. It was he who opened the 
springs in the mountains, who made the corn to thrive, 
and filled the trees with sap (cp. Ps. civ. 10, 14, 16). Was 
he also sometimes regarded as the corn-spirit? Was there 
a myth in some circles respecting his death and resurrection ? 
It is very possible. The gods Marduk and Adonis would 
offer a complete parallel. At any rate (as a member of 
the divine triad), Yerahme’el was sometimes pictured as a 
beautiful young man. I admit that this is inconsistent 
with other representations. For the later like the earlier 
Yerahme’el was a warrior (cp. Ex. xv. 3, of Yahweh), and 
may even in some circles have been recognised as the 
slayer of the dragon. He was also, we need not doubt, the 
wise Creator of heaven and earth, and speculative thinkers 
may even have ventured to maintain that he would ulti- 
mately renew his creation (cp. the Iranian /vashdkeretz). 
This idea may, indeed, appear to some to be too advanced, 
but in its simplest form it is common in the American 
myths, and is therefore perfectly possible in early Palestine. 
Nor was even the underworld considered to be exempt 
from his far-reaching sway (cp. Isa. vii. 11, Am. ix. 2). See 
further pp. 527 

But his work is not only, nor even primarily, cosmic. 
To the people at large he is a Na‘aman or ‘pleasant one, a 


1 See Marti, Die Religion des A.T. pp. 27, 28. 
2 See Hehn, Hymnen und Gebete an Marduk, p. 8. 
3 See on Gen. xviii.-xix. 
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Rahman or ‘compassionate one,’ a Déd or ‘beloved one’ 
To their foes, indeed, he sends sicknesses (as Yahweh did to 
the Misrites and the Philistines), but the diseases of his 
servants he-heals (cp. Num, xii. 13; 2 K. xx. 5, Ex xv..26, 
HlOs; View lt, xiv ay Jer. xxx, 17, of Yahweh), He makes 
their husbandry to prosper; he multiplies their silver and 
their gold. In return for their lavish sacrifices he makes 
them victorious in war. He raises up prophets and sooth- 
sayers to interpret his purposes, and sages, skilled alike in 
sacred, speculative, and practical lore. The sacred lore con- 
sisted largely in magic, but also in legal traditions; the 
speculative, in a relatively modest astrology and (as we saw 
above) eschatology ; the practical, in the rules belonging to 
the arts and manifold appliances of civilisation. We cannot, 
therefore, say that he is altogether an unprogressive deity. 
The weakness of his religion lay simply in its incapacity 
for throwing off archaic and practically harmful elements. 

Some of these details will bear elaboration. On the 
possibility of an Adonis myth I have spoken elsewhere (see 
pp. 56f). The great gods had various aspects, and might 
well be represented sometimes as in full youthful beauty. But 
the Creator of the world is no Adonis figure, rather the 
‘ancient of days.” Fear and love may well have contended 
in the minds of his worshippers, as, indeed, we see in 
the parallel case of Yahweh. The first step towards crea- 
tion is the victory over the dragon of chaos, which belongs 
by right to Yerahme’el. The clearest proof of this is, no 
doubt, a very late one, but late documents often preserve 
archaic facts. It is in Rev. xii. (mainly Jewish in origin) 
where we read (vv. 7, 8) that ‘Michael and his angels 
fought against the dragon, and the dragon fought and his 
angels, and prevailed not’; now ‘ Michael’ is a popular or 
perhaps priestly corruption of Yerahme’el (see p. 59), and 
the tradition is a necessary complement to a parallel tradi- 
tion of primeval events. 

With regard to creatorship I shall refer to two passages. 
One is Gen. xiv. 19, 22, where the God whom the king of 
Shalem (ze. Ishmael) and the patriarch Abram recognise as 
the ‘producer of heaven and earth’ is called El-Ely6n, ‘the 
Most High Deity.” Now, in the original tradition this 
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supreme Deity must have been Yerahme’el (cp. Gen. xxi. 33, 
where Abraham calls on the name of Yahweh as E] Yerah- 
me’el; see ad loc.). The other is Prov. viii. 22-31, which 
deserves a close study, because it proves (1) that Yerahme’el 
was a Creator-God, and (2) that, according to his best wor- 
shippers, Creation was the supreme monument of his wisdom. 
As to (1), it lifts the cultus of Yerahme’el to a higher place 
than we might otherwise give it. And as to (2), it enables 
us to answer the question, How can it be that a non-ethical 
deity like Baal or Yerahme’el is honoured as the Creator? 
The non-ethical view of Baal or Yerahme’el, so common 
among the Yerahme’elites and Israelites, cannot have been 
the only one. The wise Creator-God cannot have been 
tied down, as it were, physically, to a single people; the 
conditions of his favour must have been moral. It was the 
inconsistency of ‘ Baalism’ (as Harper calls it) which ruined 
it for practical purposes. 

Let us now turn to Prov. viii. 22-31. It is a mono- 
logue of divine Wisdom. Apparently this great attribute is 
personified, in the style of the Amshaspands (counsellors 
and assistants of the good God) of Zoroastrianism. Con- 
sidering, however, that these lofty beings have arisen out of 
deposed deities,’ it may be assumed that the Wisdom of 
Prov. viii. (cp. the Sodia of the Gnostics) has a similar 
origin, and that the speaker is really a deity, once worshipped 
side by side with Yahweh, and afterwards subordinated to 
him, viz. Yerahme’el.? The poet, who is himself one of 
the ‘wise men, evidently has a great reverence for ‘ Wisdom’ 
(ze. the God Yerahme’el), and regards him as possessing a 
derivative deity. He also considers the special attribute of 

1 Among the Amshaspands there is one who stands supreme (next 
to Ahura Mazda), viz. Vohiman, who is represented as the first of 
Ahura’s creatures, and who himself produced the light of the world 
(see p. 11). In this unique position he corresponds to Michael, or, 
indeed, to ‘ Wisdom.’ 

2 It is less plausible to identify Wisdom with the Zoroastrian 
Armaiti (the earth-spirit), as proposed by N. Schmidt (The Prophet of 
Nazareth, 1905, p. 45), or with the ‘heavenly Wisdom, Mazda-made’ 
of the Yasna (so Cheyne, Sem7tic Studies in Memory of A. Kohut, 
1901, p. I12), or, virtually, with Ishtar (Zimmern), who is, indeed, 
once called ‘creator of wisdom’ and ‘counsellor of the gods,’ and who, 
as Siduri-Sibuti, is called ‘goddess of wisdom’ (KA ZT pp. 432; 439). 
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this secondary god to be wisdom, ze. insight into the varied 
works of creation. Yet he guards himself against being 
thought a universalist or ‘cosmopolitan’; like Ben Sira 
(Ecclus. xxiv. 8-12) he makes Wisdom prefer one chosen 
people as her (his) habitation, and if he places this people 
in the N, Arabian borderland, it is because this region was 
endeared by its associations with the patriarchs, and by its 
reputation as the home of wisdom. Divine Wisdom, he 
says, was the assessor of the Most High at creation, but in 
spite of this, no sooner were the N. Arabian lands in exist- 
ence than Wisdom chose to concentrate her favour on the 
N. Arabian peoples. 

I base this statement on highly probable corrections of 
the text. It is useless to attempt a mere superficial 
criticism. The poet has told us that Wisdom is older than 
the world, and virtually that creation could not have been 
without her. She is older even than the earliest of the nations, 
Amalek or Yerahme’el,' for, as the original text of v. 26 
says, Wisdom was begotten, or brought into being, ‘when 
He had not yet made the land of Hazeroth, and Asshur, and 
the steppes of Ethbaal.”’* And now that creation is finished, 
is Wisdom’s occupation gone? No, truly. Henceforth it 
devolves upon the Creator’s assessor,® standing before his 
works, to interpret the creative words. But none of her 
(his) delights can exceed that which she has in her chosen 
land of Ishmael and her chosen people of Aram.* To sum 
up. Though the Hebrew poet subordinates Yerahme’el 
(underlying Wisdom) to Yahweh, he nevertheless places him 
quite apart from men. Yerahme’el may, indeed, be repre- 
sented as only the son of the one independent Deity, but is 


1 Cp. Num. xxiv. 20, and see Cheyne, Psalms"), ii. 75. 

2 msm pax; read nnsn px. Haser, Hasor, Haseroth are common 
N. Arabian names. ws, as in Ezek. xxxvili. 2, xxxix. I, etc., should be 
awx, the N. Arabian Asshur. ban nny; read Syans may. Ethbaal = 
Ishmael. Cp. an, Gen. x. 2.—Note that mp in v. 22 may mean ‘to 
beget se see Gem iva i, Dt. xxx 6. For nso, v. 23, see—Ps. 
CXXxix, 13; "NIN (v. 24), cp. Dt. xxxii, 18.—In v. 25 o 7223 should 
be a7 °233 (Job xxxviil. 16). 

3 Cp. Wisd. Sol. ix. 4a, 94. 

4 For the improbable pox vss (cp. Toy), read, perhaps, 18 72 (cp. 
Job xxxiii, 23). For ny-baa ved read wndxbo 19? (cp. Ps. Ixxiii. 28). 
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not Marduk represented as the son of Ea? The fact is, 
that the Wisdom of Prov. viii. is precisely parallel to the 
‘Mal’ak-Yahweh’ of prose narrators (see pp. 58 ff); he is 
an honourably deposed deity. 

But did it require less wisdom to direct than to create 
the world? No. Nebuchadrezzar attributes his wisdom, as 
a ruler, to observance of the way of Marduk and Nabt 
(KB iii. 2, p. 11, etc.), and similarly in+2 S. xiv. 17, 20the 
judicial insight of David is compared to that of Mal’ak- 
Haélohim, ze. Yerahme’el-Yahweh. So, too, the wisdom of 
the Yerahme’elite sages (1 K. v. 10, 11 3’ Baruch, iii. 23)? 
comes from their God. Once more, then, we say that the 
later Yerahme’el was not an unprogressive deity ; only, the 
theological progress of the few did not make up for the 
stationariness of the many. 

It is true we have no specimens of pure Yerahme’elite 
wisdom. The Book of Job, however, professes to represent 
Arabian wisdom (see &. Bzb., ‘Job, Book of’), and from the 
headings in Prov. x. I, xxx. I, xxxi. 1, and possibly from 
the epilogue of Ecclesiastes, we gather that the Yerah- 
me’elites were the models of the Israelites in proverbial 
composition.” It is possible, too, that wise priests of 


1 Kedem and Mahol come respectively from Yarham and Yerah- 
me’el. 

2 Merran = Ra’aman = Yerahme’el. Teman= Yithman = Yishmael. 

5 Mishlé Sheléméh (Prov. x. 1) has probably come from Mishlé 
Yishmael, 7.2. proverbs in the style of Ishmael (N. Arabia). In Prov. 
xxx. I 5x1 Semxd most probably = dav» dyanxb (Ethb. = Ishmael ; Ashkal 
= Asshur-Yerahme’el) ; 5sp> in xxxi. I =$xonv. The most obscure part 
of the epilogue of Koheleth may also perhaps convey a statement 
respecting the Hebrew proverbs. Eccles. xii. 11 begins thus: ‘The 
sayings of the wise are as goads, as nails firmly driven in.’ Then 
follow a number of words which strike one as suspicious. mso0x; how 
unnatural, without any further hint respecting ‘collections’! Then 
anx myo! And why this sudden reference to a disciple (2)? Read, 
probably, wnvx 32 oun one ~dy2, “the citizens of Pathros have given 
them—the sons of Ashhur.’ One remembers that Balaam, a typical 
wise man, came from Pethor, or, rather (probably), Pathros, which was 
not in Egypt, but in N. Arabia (see on x. 14). 7779, like mm (xxxvi. 13) 
and xx (Ex. vi. 18), come from tnvx. Then come the glosses. ay 
ans probably = 1nwx ary (for ims see on xxii. 13), z.e. ‘Ashhurite Arabia.’ 
mpAD N= ony nw xq, where ww = nw; cp. 3, 1 Chr. ii, 17 (an Ish- 
maelite), mm, Ex. iii. 1, and ww, Gen. xxv. 15 (a son of Ishmael). 
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N. Arabia led the way in the adaptation of the crude 
mythological stories current among the people, and but for 
Hos. viii. 12 (see p. 63) we might be inclined to suppose 
that collections of non-ritual laws were also taken in hand 
by these sages. Another kind of wisdom— poor enough, 
doubtless—may be attributed to them. From the story of 
Ahab and Elijah it appears that the Sidonian cult of Baal 
[Yerahme’el] and Asherah required a large number of 
prophets. Isaiah (ii. 6, corrected text) tells us that the 
Israelites practised divination in the temples of Rakman 
(Yerahme’el)," and the poet of Job (iii. 8) speaks of the 
‘magicians (lit. cursers) of Yam (ze. Yaman = Yerahme’el).’ 
Nor must we forget Balaam, whose god Yahweh was doubt- 
less more fully called Yerahme’el-Yahweh ; Balaam, as we 
know, was considered both a poet and a diviner. It would 
be easy to quote more passages, but I have at least shown 
it to be highly probable that N. Arabia was the home and 
centre of prophecy and soothsaying.” 

Of the medicine of this people we know nothing. Were 
the ‘mastic’ (yx) of Gilead and the ‘physicians’ (Jer. 
viii. 22) really N. Arabian, as suggested elsewhere (Cvdt. 
Bib. p. 57)? At any rate, the ‘oil of mercy’ may have 
been referred to in their myths (see on the ‘tree of life,’ 
Gen. ii. 9), but Paradise, with its magic trees and its 
streams of wine, milk, and honey (brought from above), 
was invisible. Yet, still the great though unseen healer 
was God; honey and balm were always preparing in 
heaven,’ whence prayers and spells could bring it. Here, 
too, of course, Marduk is parallel;* also Thrita, the first 
healer, according to the Avesta (Vend. xx.). All these 
divine healers are also dragon-slayers. It was Yerahme’el 
who slew the dragon, and he, too, who healed the Israelites 


1 Read sys: 79272 °23°70. 
2 See &. Bz6., ‘Prophetic Literature.’ 
3 Cp. Kalevala, Rune xv., where the honey-bee flies to high Jumala, 
and finds the precious remedies :— 
On one side, heart-easing honey, 
On a second, balm of joyance, 
On the third, life-giving balsam. 
4 Marduk, as a healer, drew his wisdom from his father Ea, and 
made it effectual for those who used the right incantations. 
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in the wilderness. True, the present text of Num. xxi. 8 
refers the ordainment of the healing serpent of bronze to 
Yahweh. But from the underlying text of 2 K. xviii. 4 
we gather that it (or the supernatural serpent whom it 
represented) had the synonymous designations, Yerahme’el 
and Ashhur-éthan ;} it was a magic symbol which brought 
the divine Healer near his people. 

The symbol was characteristically Arabian, but the con- 
ception was common to the Arabians and the Phoenicians. 
The latter had a god of healing called Eshmun (originally 
Ashman?), who was identified by cultured scribes with 
Asclepios or Aésculapius.” Another name of this deity has 
been Grecised as Iolaus, one of the names of Punic gods 
preserved in Polybius.* Lagarde, who saw that Iolaus and 
Eshmun were the same god, on the ground of a statement 
in Athenzus, proposed to connect the latter with the Arabic 
suména, quail. I venture, however, to hold that ‘Eshmun’ 
must represent Sxynw, and ‘Iolaus’ (cp. Cooke, p. 106) 
some form either of ‘arm or of ‘am; cp. 5y in O.T. The 
ancients, no doubt, interpreted ‘Eshmun’ as ‘eighth, ° there 
being eight KaBe:po.. But this is no better an explanation 
than that of Kiryath-arba as ‘city of four’ In reality 
Eshmun must have been the supreme head of the Seven 
(spoken of by Philo of Byblus), and his name marks him 
out as originally N. Arabian.® 


1 Correct the note in C7yz¢. B7b. on 2 K. xviii. 4 accordingly. 

2 See the trilingual inscription, C/S i. 143 (Cooke, p. 109), begin- 
ning myo jowx> jNd, AEscolapio Merre, “AoxAnmiw Myppy. myo is 
‘enigmatical’ (Ed. Meyer, &. B7é., col. 3746). Néldeke explains 
‘leader’; Lidzbarski, ‘healer’; but these meanings are very question- 
able. For other theories, see Cooke, 7c. The name must be con- 
sidered with ‘n> in C7S i. 93 (Cooke, pp. 27 7). G. Hoffmann takes 
a> to be a diminutive of mp>n. It is, however, rather to be identified 
with 5», z.2, 038, just as 72 in proper names often represents 25, Ze. 33y; 
, like 1 in Jon, represents y= 1ny. Similarly myo has come, by 
transposition, from 5xony. 

3 In the Greek text of the treaty between Philip of Macedon 
and the Carthaginians (Polyb., vii. 9, 2-3). Cp. Baethgen, Bectrdge, 
p. 46. 

* Anmerkungen zur griech. Uebers. der Proverbien, p. 813 cp. 
W. R. Smith, Rel. Sem.” p. 469. 

5 Baudissin, Studien, i. 276. 

6 Cp. the ‘Yasumunu’ of a cuneiform inscription (KAT), p. 357), 
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Few things are historically more interesting than the 
journeyings of divine names and mythic stories. It is of 
the former that I would speak especially just now. It is 
strange how little attention has been given to this point by 
students of the Phoenician inscriptions. The conclusion at 
which I have myself arrived is this—that Arabian immigrants 
very early brought with them names of gods, places, etc., 
which their descendants in Phcenicia! faithfully preserved 
and used (often in a conventionalised form), even when no 
longer understood. It is only by acting on this theory that 
we can give fairly clear and intelligible explanations of 
many phrases in the inscriptions. This involves using 
experience gained in the field of the O.T. in restoring the 
original forms of god-names and place-names. Take, e¢., 
the famous inscription of Eshmunazar, comparing with it 
the recently discovered temple-inscription of Bod-‘Ashtart. 
The name Eshmunazar itself is a combination of Eshmun or 
Ishmael with the clan-name ‘Ezer (see proper names in 
Ges.-Buhl at end of article >1y),? while Bod-‘Ashtart, one of 
those old misunderstood names, is made up of Ja* = 72 =v 
(cp. 12 in ‘Srn) and minwy, which in the original name 
designated a region. min, the name of Eshmunazar’s 
father, is the feminine form of jam=jon=5y1nx. It may 
be either the name of a goddess=nain (Tanith) or of a 
region. In either case a prefixed Jay has probably been 
lost ;* Tay is a conventionalised form of 7Ay= My. Esh- 
munazar goes on to state (4 3; cp. 4 13), among other 
things, that he was nodx jn, and Lagrange makes the feeling 
comment that ‘the deceased does not complain of his own 
misfortune, it is the grief of the mother which is revealed ;° 


and Samiinu-yattini, a name on an Assyrian deed (Johns, Deeds, iii. 
268), conventionalised from Eshmun-éthan. Also paw”. 

1 One might add Palestine, Syria, and (probably) Mesopotamia. 

2 Note especially ‘Ezer, a son of Hur, the first-born of Ephrathah, 
1 Chr. iv. 4, and Azrikam, a compound of wy and op =opv=om, in 
peChrsie23)(Cps Dp"): 

3 33 has not always the same origin. In a Pirzeus inscription 
(Cooke, p. 94) it seems to be 12=7:n, ‘council.’ 

4 Cp. mni3, CZS i. 165 (Cooke, p. 113). So we find 12% beside 
yooray. On ‘Tanith,’ see p. 45. 

5 Rel. sém.™ p. 406. 
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ze. this scholar takes mobx to be= Ass. a/mattu, ‘widow.’ 
Surely it is neither self-pity nor filial sympathy that we 
have a right to expect here. modx is a feminine form of 
Sxn[rV], just as ody = Sxvnw (Gen. xxi. 33), and m20dx = 
rbxom (1 K. vii. 14, xi 26); cp. also Dox wx, on a 
Phoenician seal (Cooke, p. 361), ze. ‘Tm wr, ‘a Yerah- 
me’elite’ (a title of honour). And this gives us the key to 
the preceding word om. Just as jm-ImwR and jmp come, 
respectively from jmx-’e and jrox-‘ty, so the original of 
om is doubtless omsx, where jm and om both represent 
Son wrv=Sxvnm mv (cp. the traditional Belitan = 5y2 
jx). Similarly, Jon ja is probably to be grouped with 
ywo ya, Gen. xv. 2 (see note), while ote om probably 
comes from DTIN OD, Zé. OW Ox, and the whole passage 
(2. 3) runs, ‘son (native) of Meshek, Yaman-Aram, Etham, 
son of Meélah” Eshmunazar’s scribe appears to have 
copied unintelligently some older inscription which claimed 
for the king that he had the ‘bluest blood’ in Sidon, being 
of a Yerahme’elite stock. The passage is repeated in / 12, 
with the insertion of }m2 (Cooke, ‘to be pitied’), which 
comes from jr7Ix, ‘ we’—a scribe’s error. 

But what of the introductory words ‘ny 52 ndnaa, ‘I 
have been torn away, not in my (due) time’? Can this be 
right? Surely the context, even as usually interpreted, does 
not favour this pathetic utterance. Should we not read 
Sanwa nota, ‘I showed myself great in Ethbal (Ishmael)’? 
How the king’s greatness appeared is not problematical ; 
he himself boasts (like Nebuchadrezzar) of his temples. 
First of all, ‘Ashtart’s house is mentioned. His own mother 
was a priestess of ‘Ashtart (4 15), and bore the name 
Am-‘Ashtart (2 14), which most, since Gesenius, have ex- 
plained ‘handmaid of ‘Ashtart’ (as if ‘wymox). But on 
in compounds most probably comes from either oN or 
obx,' just as aN in Hebrew compound names represents 
dy, while ‘Ashtart originally stood for a region. And 
where was ‘Ashtart’s house built? The answer apparently 
is (4 16), ‘in Sidon, the land of the sea,” but the truth 


1 The names monwynox, roxndx (Cooke, pp. 61, 77) probably represent 
‘yynd>x, ‘oxox, where nobx (a feminine form of $x = bxony) is probably 
a regional name. =? So in Bod-Ashtart, 0° x2, ‘in Sidon of Yam[an].’ 
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probably is that om, as several times in the O.T. (see 
p. 6, note 3), represents }m>; we should render, therefore, ‘in 
Sidon of the land of Yaman (Yerahme’el)’ The passage 
continues, ‘and we made ‘Ashtart to dwell ovtNonw,’ ze. 
according to Cooke (after C/S), ‘there, making (her) 
glorious. Elsewhere, however (p. 402), this same scholar, 
commenting on the oo4 onw of Bod-‘Ashtart’s inscription, 
remarks that ‘although High-heavens, Glorious-heavens, do 
not seem very obvious names for terrestrial localities, yet 
such they probably were.’ Mr. Cooke by no means stands 
alone, and yet such imperfect criticism does not redound to 
the credit of our epigraphy. That onw (ow) in the O.T., 
and also in the presumed Phcenician text of Philo of Byblus, 
is one of the corruptions of ‘atm, has been seen already ; 
po and ovIN ought to have the same origin, or at least 
the underlying words ought to be equivalent. The prob- 
ability is that both words come from onyx. Thus we get 
pix ‘ow, ‘Arammite Ishmael,’ one of those phrases which, 
as we have seen, were carried northward, miswritten, and 
misunderstood. In Bod-‘Ashtart’s inscription it is a gloss 
on the preceding words, o> yTEa, ze. Yam or Yaman is 
explained as =‘ Ishmael-Aram.,’ 

In 7. 17 the building of a house of Eshmun is referred to. 
The two letters preceding wip are almost effaced. The 
latter may be 7 or 7. Most probably we should read wy 
wap, ‘prince of Kadesh,’* a phrase which occurs in Bod- 
‘Ashtart (lines 5, 6), and which confirms the view that the 
god Eshmun (Ashman?) came from N. Arabia” In Z. 18 
we hear of temples for the ‘gods of the Sidonians in Sidon,’ 
including one for ‘Ashtart, 5y1 ow. How is this phrase to 
be read and rendered? Surely the simplest way is the best 
(see Cooke’s note). “Ashtart is the ‘name’ or ‘representa- 
tion’ of Baal, as Tanith (Tamnith) is ‘ the face of Baal, and 
Yerahme’el (probably) at once the ‘name’ and the ‘face’ of 
Yahweh (cp. p. 21). 

1 Torrey (Journ. Am. Or. Soc. xxiv. 217), who admits as a general 
principle that ‘ we (?) are all in the dark,’ and thinks ‘prince of Kadesh’ 
extremely far-fetched ; but names of both gods and peoples often are 
‘far-fetched.’ ‘Holy prince’ is indeed possible, but why this specialisa- 
tion? ‘Kadesh’ is the name of a district. 

2 This will be so, even if there was a place in Pheenicia called Kadesh. 
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Before proceeding, let me call attention to some obscure 
names and phrases, of N. Arabian origin, relating to Tyre 
and Sidon. (1) As to own, king of the Sidonians (CTS i. 5 ; 
Cooke, p. 52), it represents OTM, Ze. OWN ITwR, Ashhur- 
aram. (2) As to E’@@Banos (Jos. « Ap. i. 18): this should 
come from 53yn-av ; cp. Sapp (1 K. xvi. 31), from ‘pm anv. 
(3) As to mips (MedxaOpos, Melkarth), the Ba‘al of Tyre: 
this was not originally mp q5n, ‘king of the city” but most 
probably = mints ‘amp. Cp. in O.T nmp, m3, ete) 
and, in Phoenician, mp in nwamM ip (Carthage)—all from 
minwnx, a feminine form of amr. (4) In the Amarna 
letters, No. 152, Abimilki of Tyre calls himself ‘servant 
of: “Shalmayati, “and-) Tyre‘ city toh eShalmayatieees 
Erbt (Die Hebriier, p. 152) has pointed out,’ Shalmayéati 
is=mendw, the feminine of ndbw. But they have not seen 
that the divine name now (e.g. in ‘ Yahweh-shalom,’ Judg. 
vi. 24) represents Sxyynum, and that mndw is most probably 
a title of Ashtart or mumwx. The names of Tyre and 
Sidon themselves come from 7% and pty respectively. 
See oni 5. 

I venture to hope that the use here made of Phcenician 
inscriptions, and in particular the identification of the name 
Eshmun with the name Ishmael, has now been to some 
extent justified. No student of these inscriptions can 
refuse fresh light on the poor ground that it issues from an 
unexpected source. 

One of the chief aspects of the God Yerahme’el or 
Ishmael finds expression in the title Déd, ze. ‘beloved, 
with which we may compare Isaiah’s title for Yahweh—r~ 
(Isa. v. 1). The feminine form of this is Dédah (cp. ‘ Dido’), 
which occurs in the inscription of Mesha, 7/22. Here the 
king of Moab says that he took from the Gadite city of 
‘Ataroth (the god) Ar’al-dédah’, zie. the symbol of the com- 
pound deity Yerahme’el-Dédah. By Dédah is most probably 
meant Ashtart (note that “Ataroth =‘Ashtaroth), The God 
Déd was specially worshipped in one of the places called 
Beer-sheba. This appears from Am. viii. 14, where J>4 
should be 14,” corresponding to the Sam underlying qty, 

1 Developing a hint of Winckler’s (K-A7,") pp. 195, 236). 

2 G. Hoffmann and H. Winckler have proposed 474, but the suffix 
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and the mdxynwm underneath mown. It is probable, too (as 
we shall see presently), that tha (Déd, not David) was the 
original popular name of the Messiah ; also that ty7 should 
be read for 7 in Zech. xii. 8, producing the sense ‘and he 
that is feeble shall be as Déd, ze. as the great supernatural 
Being called Déd, on which mim Jono (=‘as Yerahme’el 
Yahweh’) may be a gloss.'_ Nor is it probable that these 
are all the references to Déd in the O.T. May not owt, 
Gen. xxx. 14 (see note), be derived from 144, and mean 
‘Déd’s fruits’? The frequent occurrence of th in Canticles 
is remarkable ; according to Erbt,” it is Tamtiz-Déd who is 
meant. It would not be surprising if the book were based 
on an earlier poem relative to a Déd-‘Ashtoreth myth. 
Winckler (GJ ii. 255) proposes to read 7) in another im- 
portant passage—Isa. xxix. I, 2—-where the points give 71. 
But I cannot think that ‘Déd’ here is a divine name. 
There is evidence *® that 17 is sometimes a regional name, 
the fuller form of which is 7 )1tx, ze. Asshur-Déd (see 
p. 23). This is most probably meant here, ze. Th7 stands 
for T17x ; the allusion is to some siege of Jerusalem (here 
called ‘ Ariel’) by the N. Arabian Ashhurites (perhaps that 
of Shishak, king of Misrim, not Misraim). 

The name (=Ass. déidu) apparently means ‘beloved.’ 
It should probably be grouped with the reported N. Arabian 
Wadd and Wudd and the S. Arabian Wadd (t= 17), Ze. 
the god of love, the Bab. Tamfiz.* I think, however, that 
Déd was also a geographical name, and that as such it is 
presupposed in the O.T. personal names Dodai, Dodo, Doda- 


both here and in Pads just before is unnatural. First, the corrupt 7a>x 
arose ; then, on this analogy, 77 was read, whence came 777. 

1 Erbt (Die Hebrier, p. 190) has, independently, made a similar 
suggestion so far as 7 is concerned. 

2 Op. cit. pp. 196 ff; 

3 Thus (a) in Am. ix. 11, 1 should be 71 n20 (= noawx) ; the 
context requires a place-name (see //bbert Journal, July 1905, pp. 
828 f. (4) and (c) In Am. vi. 5 12, and in Isa. xxii, 78 2, represent 
ayvba, Ze, wws-b2. In both cases a gloss; in (4) on Wwx-53 (underneath 
yw~53), and in (¢) on pv ‘mp. (d@) In Jer. iv. 30 the unexplained 
aw should be wx, a marginal gloss on nwp 77, ze. MNWN DIN, VY. 29. 
(e) In Josh. xi. 2, 77m53 probably comes from 7 mn5). 

4 See Winckler, Av.-sem.-or. pp. 176 f ;icp. GJ il, 258, but also 
Hommel, Gr. p. 136. 
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vahu, with which cp. Didu! in the Amarna letters (44, 45, 
52, 151). It is also probable that ‘ David,’ too, indicates 
that the king of that name was connected with Dédd or 
Asshur-déd. One may suspect that Déd is a popular 
creation out of Dadda (= Hadad), a name which enters into 
the compound names which now stand as Bedad, Eldad, 
Medad, Almodad. For the Assyrian names connected with 
Dadu, ‘darling, see Johns, Assyrian Deeds, iii. 95. 

The name Déd specially belongs to Yerahme’el, and one 
of the functions which is most closely connected with it is 
that of restoring Israel’s prosperity. As the shadows 
deepened on its path the people gave this divine helper an 
increasing share of its thoughts. Later Jewish writers speak 
of Michael (a modification of Yerahme’el—see pp. 59 /) 
when a mighty champion is felt to be needed ; but when the 
popular longing is for just government and an expanded 
empire the expected hero is either Déd or some supernatural 
representative of Déd, called ‘ben-Déd.” Yes, indeed; the 
hope of the Messiah as represented in the traditional text of 
parts of the O.T. is very difficult to comprehend. Who is 
this ‘son of David’? How could a supernatural man—the 
Messiah—be born as the natural descendant of David? 
And why need he be so? My limits forbid me to discuss 
this. For my own part, I hold that the earliest certain 
literary expression of the Messianic hope is in Ezek, 
xvii. 22-24, and that before the Exile this hope uwas 
cherished by the people, and used by prophets, if at all, 
only in exceptional circumstances.” And I add to this 
the theory (see p. 57) that what the people longed for 
was a permanent theophany, z.e. the appearance of a God- 


1 Zimmern’s hesitation (A'A 7, p. 483) to quote Diidu seems needless. 
Diaidu and Yanhamu were both Egyptian officials, but both (as their 
names suggest) of Semitic origin. 

2 For a near approach to this theory see Cheyne, Jewish Religious 
Life Before the Exile (1898), p. 94. Volz, however, had already 
expressed this view (Dze vorexil, Jahveprophetie und der Messias 
(1897), pp. 81% Gressmann’s tempting hypothesis (Der Ursprung 
der Israel.-Jud. Eschatologie, 1906, pp. 272-278) seems to me to 
require some modification. Isa. vil. 14-16 is based on a Messianic 
prophecy which may be pre-exilic, but the pre-exilic nucleus only 
extends to 93". 
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man, perhaps of the divine Being called Déd himself, or 
perhaps of a man produced by Déd, as Adapa was produced 
by Ea. It is true our texts (Ezek. xxxiv. 23 f, xxxvii. 24, Jer. 
xxx. 9, Hos. iii. 5) speak of ‘ David,’ or (Jer. xxiii. 5, etc.) 
of a descendant of David, or a son of David ; but, like other 
similar changes, ‘ David’ instead of ‘Déd’ may reasonably 
be set down to the official guardians of Israelite orthodoxy. 

It is unfortunate that we know so little of the earlier 
stages of the popular eschatology. But there is a strong 
probability that it had its roots in a mythology, the central 
figure of which was Yerahme’el. It is an attractive view 
that one of Yerahme’el’s mythological titles was Déd, and 
another ‘the son of man’ (ze ‘the Man’). It was his 
delight, as we shall see presently, to take human form and 
visit his people. In primeval times, perhaps, he even died 
and rose again from death—for whom but for Israel? This, 
I admit, is only a hypothesis, but it is a plausible one? (see 
p. 57). At any rate, we may venture to assume that the 
two favourite titles of the divine deliverer were ‘the son of 
Déd’ (ze. of God) and ‘the son of man.’ 

It is not surprising that the latter phrase has had various 
interpretations. One of the most remarkable is that in 
Ethiopic Enoch Ixxi. 14, where Enoch is addressed as ‘the 
son of man who art born unto righteousness, and righteous- 
ness abides over thee, and the righteousness of the Head of 
Days forsakes thee not.’ Inthe same composite work, Ixx. I, 
it is said that Enoch, when translated, found the Son of Man 
already abiding with the Lord of Spirits (cp. xlviii. 1-3). 
The statements are formally inconsistent, but reconciliation 
is possible. For Enoch’s translation is a vista of the belief 
that he came from heaven, and the earlier tradition doubtless 
recognised him, and not Noah, as the first man of the 
renewed human race after the flood. Worthily, therefore, 
might he be called the Son of Man. Another such heavenly 
man, or demi-god, in Babylonian mythology, is Adapa, the 

1 The phrase ‘God-man’ is not impossible. Winckler (AO, 3rd 
ser., ii. 299) quotes a cuneiform testimony to it as a title for Ea (iv. R., 
17 a, 38-42, where z/a amelu, ‘the God-man,’ is parallel to de/um, ‘ the 
Lord,’ and dé/u rabi, ‘the great Lord’). 

2 For another view see Zimmern, KA7,*) pp. 631 7%; Cheyne, 
Bible Problems, pp. 219-221. 
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son of the God-man Ea, who actually receives the title z2r 
ameliti, ‘seed of mankind, ! and whom an ingenious scholar * 
even calls ‘the archetype of the Johannine Logos.’ 

Hardly less interesting are the three next names, ya, 
abn, and 14x. ‘First, Syn. Of the important and much 
misunderstood title nnw 5y2 (from ‘nw Syn) I have spoken 
already. Among the parallels to ‘Baal of Ishmael’ are— 
jo byn, Mesha’s inscr., J. 9, 30, Num. xxxii. 38 =’om Sy) ; 
poi 9, Judge di.) 3'=/orna a5 yar “3? Ex. sv. 2, oe 
pvas. The expressions may appear to indicate that the 
god referred to (Yerahme’el or Ashhur) is the proprietor 
and inhabitant of a particular place or district* This was 
doubtless the popular view. Possibly, however, it is a 
mistake or fiction, and ‘Baal’ is really an outgrowth of 
Yarba‘al (cp. Yerub-ba‘al), a shortened and corrupt form of 
Yerahme’el. In connexion with this it may be noticed—(1) 
that no images of Baal have as yet been found by excava- 
tion; and (2) that Addu (=Hadad, also= Ra‘aman, ze. 
Yerahme’el) appears as an element in personal names where 
we might have expected Ba‘al ; while (3) in the Phoenician 
names we never find Hadad, but only Ba‘al. In the O.T., 
too, we constantly find ‘the Baals’ spoken of, ze. the local 
varieties of Yerahme’el. In Phcenicia onw 5yr was, 
apparently, not worshipped before the second century B.C. 
Previously, the most favoured divine names compounded 
with Ba‘al may have been q5nya, yort ‘3, ody /2 

Our next divine name is Melek, Malk, or Milk (750). 


1 See XB vi. p. 101, and cp. Jensen’s note, 2d. p. 362. 

2 Hommel (£xf. 7. xiv. 108), who explains Adapad (the fuller 
form of Adapa) as ‘Word of the Father.’ Elsewhere this scholar 
boldly interprets Yampili as=‘the god Yam is the mouth of God.’ 

3 Saphon often occurs in O.T. for the N. Arabian region (Saphon = 
Sibe‘on = Ishmael), whence an invasion might be expected. For the 
Phoenician personal names jps73y, jps12, see Cooke, p. 115. For 
cuneiform material (including the S. Palestinian place-name Sapuna in 
Am. Tab.), see KAT), p. 879. Of course, such a name might exist 
wherever N. Arabians had settled (cp. Saphon, Josh. xiii. 27, Judg. xii. I), 

Sas Ja, Jaren, Oise 

5 3$9 and jon=)Sxony, abw=Sxyne. Note that in a Phcenician in- 
scription (Cooke, p. 103) Milk-Ba‘al and Ba‘al-Hamman are equivalent. 
Similarly, in another text (Lagrange, p. 102, note 5) jis 75> seems 
parallel to jon dyad jax’. 
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For brevity’s sake I refer to Moore’s comprehensive article 
‘“Molech’ in £. Bzb, Its theoretical parts may need much 
modification, but its store of facts is invaluable, and similar 
praise is due to Lagrange’s section on ‘ Melek’ in Religzons 
sémitiques, pp. 99-109, and Baudissin’s article ‘Moloch’ in 
PRE®. The name apparently means ‘king, just as 
Malkah (see p. 18) appears to mean ‘queen.’ No doubt 
the people, and not only the common people (see Isa. vi. 5), 
so interpreted it. But here, as often, the popular is not the 
original meaning. Such names as Syapdn, m25n, minwyrp, 
onvdn in the Pheenician inscriptions ought to show this. In 
none of these cases is the name with which 75m is compounded 
originally and primarily an appellative. 5y1 comes from 
Syrv ; ym from jx; ‘wy is a regional as well as a divine 
name; o1 comes from onx. There is a strong probability 
that 75n both as a divine and as a local name?! comes from 
Seon; cp. in Phoen. 590 Aww (see above) and in Heb. 
mn (in mp 73) and ond (in ond ma), Soon, Sx rp, all of 
which have the same origin.” It is true, there is almost a 
consensus of critics for explaining Abi-melek ‘Father (or 
my Father) is (Divine) King,’ though Haupt prefers ‘ Father 
of counsel (Abi-milki), and for interpreting parallel names 
accordingly, but there is strong reason for holding that 
ds and ‘x in personal names represent Wy, just as MN and 
‘nx (cp. Ahimelech and Ahimilki) represent 7mtx, while ov 
may represent onx. An expanded form of 75p is nodn, 
machin TK. xi. 5, 33, 2 K.xxill. 15, is said to have been 
the name of the god of the Ammonites ;? we also find it on 
an Aramzan seal of the fifth century (Cooke, p 561), where, 
however, it is a man’s name. Melek, then, was the name 
borne by the god Yerahme’el, at any rate, in certain circles, 
and in some of his aspects; Milk-Ba‘al, or simply Milk, 
could in Phcenician inscriptions be used alternatively with 
Ba‘al-hamman.* 

And what did the people mean when they used the 


1 A local name in compounds only (e.g. in 01392, and in the famous 
“bom. 

2 See below, on Mal’ak Yahweh. 

3 For references in versions see £. Bzé., ‘Milcom’ (Moore). 

4 See p. 50, note 5. 
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name 75n? Doubtless, king. According to Philo of Byblus 
the Phcenician god Kronos (=El) reigned veritably upon 
earth. Later belief must have placed him either in heaven 
or below the earth. When ‘ Ba‘al-ishmael’ became ‘ Ba‘al- 
shamayim’ (see p. 21), we might suppose that the meaning 
of ‘Melek’ was similarly transformed. As a fact, however, 
the sense in which this name was used in the regal period 
of Israelite history seems to have been ‘king of the lower 
world.’ Melek was, in fact, a chthonian deity—like Kronos 
(El), to whom the Pheenicians offered human sacrifices, and 
who as an earthly king, according to the old myth, sacrificed 
his own son in time of calamity. That child-sacrifices were 
common in pre-Israelitish Caanan we know from the recent 
excavations at Gezer and Taanak, and the denunciations of 
the prophets and prohibitions of the legislators prove the 
prevalence of the horrible rite in Judah in the last half 
century of the kingdom of Judah. A special place of 
sacrifice close to Jerusalem is mentioned by Jeremiah—‘ the 
valley of the son (or sons) of o27 (Jer. vii. 31 f, xix. 5 f), 
where 017 has arisen, like yam in Esth. iii. 1, etc., and pron 
in ‘7 5ya, out of jan, which we have already met with in 
the divine name yon-5y2 =‘ Ba‘al Yerahme’el.’? 

If we ask, whence came these child-sacrifices? the 
answer must be, from N. Arabia.2 There the cultus of 
Yerahme’el went on without the adaptations and adjustments 
required by the more enlightened portion of the Israelites. 
The reactionary section of Israel, however, resorted to child- 
sacrifices when the state seemed in danger, which was 
repeatedly the case in the later period. But it was doubtless 
always in the name of the divine duad, Yerahme’el- Yahweh, 
that the offerings were made (see on Gen. xxii.). Hence it 
was possible for the legislator to say, ‘Thou shalt not give 
any of thy sons [g/oss, offering them] to Melek, and shalt 
not profane the name of thy God’ (Lev. xviii. 21). For 

1 Duhm (on Jer. xxxil. 25) is not quite right, but at least approaches 
the truth. He thinks that the local Baals were brought into a 
‘mysterious connexion’ with Yahweh (as his 035), and that Melek in 
the valley of Ben-Hinnom was regarded as a special form of manifesta- 
tion of Yahweh. 


2 See a hypothesis as to the cause assigned for the departure of the 
Israelites from Misrim (Musri in N. Arabia), £. Bz0., col. 3789. 
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Melek, ze. Yerahme’el, is a part of the full name of Israel’s 
God. 

Yerahme’el, then, was king, not only of earth and 
heaven, but of the underworld. Hence that dark side of his 
worship to which the higher teachers of Israel refer. He 
became a Semitic Pluto, because he was first of all the god 
of vegetation. Like Dumuzi and Belili, he was transferred, 
first of all for a time, and then for a permanence, to the 
underworld, of which he naturally became the ruler. We 
may perhaps consider 5y>n (=the Bab. Belili} the sister of 
Dumuzi, and a goddess of the underworld) as Yerahme’el’s 
viceroy ; S53, which seems to mean ‘no re-ascending,’ is 
really, no doubt, a corruption of Sxam, which very early 
obtained an independent existence, and became a name for 
She’ol and its ruler. He could also be called 75n, and his 
consort 7959. In a Punic inscription we find the names of 
Hawwath, Elath, and Milkath as a triad of infernal deities 
(Cooke, p. 135), and in the Koran (Sur. xliii. 17) we find an 
angelic keeper of hell called Malik. 

A strange piece of evolution!’ That Yarham (popularly 
explained ‘the Compassionate’) should become the stern 
king of She’ol is as startling as the cruelty of a Zeus 
Meilichios.2, One may suspect that the Babylonian Nergal 
passed through a similar evolution, for he too was sometimes 
regarded as a god of the fields.* A singular fact about the 
name needs to be again pointed out.t In 2 K. xvii. 30 
‘Nergal’ is the name of the god of the men of Kuth. The 
passage in its context referred originally to N. Arabian 
places; Kuth is a fragment of md, which comes from 
nd2wn (see on Gen. xxxiii. 17). Nergal, therefore, may be 
a modification of Yerahme’el; one linking form would be 
‘Karmel, and another ‘Gomer’ (see on Gen. x. 2). The 
form may perhaps be very old, and have been carried, like 
Belili, to Babylonia by Arabians. There a native etymology 
was invented for it (Ne-uru-gal, ‘lord of the great dwelling’).’ 


I See Z. Bid., ‘Belial,’ § 3. The hypothesis has been borrowed 
from me by Hommel. For Belili, see the Descent of Ishtar, rev. 51. 

2 Miss Jane Harrison (Pro/. Gk. Rel.) denies the Semitic origin of 
MeAixu0s. 3 KAT®, p. 413. 

4 See Crit. Bib., ad loc. 5 Jensen, Kosmologie, p. 476. 
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At any rate, we know from cuneiform sources that Nergal, 
under various names, was early worshipped in Canaan.’ 
We also know that Nergal’s sacred animal was the lion, 
and it is probable (see p. 35) that Yerahme’el too was a 
lion-god. 

To this I must add that there are distinct traces of this 
deity as (like Nergal) a Pluto in the O.T. In Job xviii. 14 
it is said of the wicked rich man that he will have to go 
moda 505, which is rendered ‘to the king of terrors,’ z.e. 
Death. Several critics have stumbled at this, and rightly. 
But what underlies mm52? Surely 1152 (so it was probably 
written) is one of the offshoots of Ssarm, and similarly in 
Job xxx. 23 11 5D (a weak phrase) should be 5xorm; the 
linking form is San. Death (ze. Deathland) in @ and ‘the 
horror of meeting of Yerahme’el’ in 4 are perfect parallels.’ 

Nor is this all. The chief names of the demons (except 
Satan) come either from Yerahme’el or from its equivalent 
Ishmael. From the former comes Belial or Beliar ;* from 
the latter Sammael and [Beel-]zebub.* Most probably, too, 
the much-tormented word She’ol (Q\xw) comes from Ishmael 
(Sxpow), just as the Bab. avallu (cp. x», Sxx) most prob- 
ably comes from Yerahme’el (Sxnrmm). Also Azazel (p. 30). 

Fresh problems for the critic are connected with .24~, 
Adonai. From the fact that the Septuagint gives Kupzos 
for WT, it is possible that ‘ Adonai’ originally meant ‘my 
lord(s)’ or ‘lord(s),’ as a reverential substitute for ‘ Yahweh.’ 
In Pheenicia, as most believe, 171 (Ads) was a substitute 
for the real name of the god, worshipped specially at Byblus, 
who died and rose again. Since Philo Byblius calls the god 
of Byblus tuoros, pr>y,> which probably corresponds to 
own (=onw 5yn), it is conceivable that the true name of 
Adonis was Eshmun. We know as a fact that myths were 
current respecting Eshmun and Melkarth (the Tyrian 
Herakles) similar to that of Adonis. 

1 Jensen, Kosmologie, p. 415; E. Bzb., ‘Nergal.’ Note too the 
legend on a seal-cylinder found by Sellin at Ta‘annek, ‘(so and so), 
servant of Nergal.’ 

2.Cp.-on Gens x1. 9: 

3 Cp. Bousset, Antichrist, pp. 99-101. 

SN Cp. C 7229 O70n ON eKenl, 3 

° Cp. Baudissin, Studien zur semit. Rel.-gesch. i. 299 (cp. 36). 
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Neither view, however, is perfectly natural. Such a 
compound as .77NIOWN (C/S i. 44; Cooke, p. 60) certainly 
suggests that, if not 1277N itself, yet some word out of which 
‘ITN has grown is as much a divine name as Eshmun. We 
have found that seeming appellatives like 5ya and 5p 
really cover over true proper names of gods. Must not this 
be the case here? And the same remark is suggested by 
the Hebrew compound proper name ya. ‘It is usual, no 
doubt, to explain this name as ‘Yahweh is lord, on the 
analogy of 75or1n, ‘ Father (or, my Father) is king. Such 
explanations, however, are artificial If wm be a divine 
name, so too is }1N ; or if 7 be a regional name (see p. 66), 
so too j7N must be. It should also be noted—(1) that 
"ITN occurs 310 times (227 of these in Ezek.) in MT. in 
combination with mim,’ (2) that 29 of the instances of 727" 
in the Psalter occur in the Elohistic psalms, and (3) that 
late religious syncretists include Adonai in their accumula- 
tions of divine names. We ask, therefore, is there any 
divine name which may underlie the ‘7N both of the 
Phoenicians and of the Israelites? And we answer that we 
cannot point to such a name among the Pheenicians, but 
that we can among the Israelites. The name among the 
latter must have been youn (Armon or Arman), that same 
modification of 5yorm which we have already found under- 
lying yy in two well-known O.T. phrases (see p. 26), and 
which, shortened, became }\O7 (Rimmon) and perhaps jN 
(‘ark’)? An alternative for joux would be jan (see p. 33, 
note 2); this, written ‘34x, would easily become "qn, just as 
any in proper names has so often become Jay. The change was 
at first accidental, being due to errors of scribes or sculptors, 
but was accepted by the priesthoods. A similar course 
may have been taken in Phoenicia, but we cannot prove it. 

We can now understand how it happens that ‘ Adonai’ 
sometimes appears where we should expect ‘ Yahweh,’ and 
how the two words or names are sometimes parallel. See 


1 See Dalman, Der Gottesname Adonai u. seine Geschichte (1889) ; 
Cheyne, Origin of Psalter, pp. 299-303. 

2 The omission of a letter is common. Thus nx has often come 
from 7nwx, and, a still closer parallel, the royal name pox, 2 K. xxi. 18, 
has probably come from pox (= 'n>). 
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ég. Isa. -ii.. 17, Amy vite7 7, 1x. 1, Ezek. xvillezoye2 Ons: 
Xxxviii, 16, lIxxxvir2) Dan, 1x.3 Sf -andn7 Ya ealsoeicn 
Mim oI; (Gen. xv. 2,985) Dt iil, 24, 1x. 26,7 Joshi 
Judg. vi. 22, xvi. 28,2) Sivit. 18,etc, (6 times) 1 eaiezo, 
Will, 53) 1Sal Vileez, xxV.CO, RVI 16; xl Oye 4ag, eels 
Jer. “xxxiii 17, .xliv) 26; etes! Amid) (11, See ypandaver, 
often in Ezekiel. 

We may now return to the question (see pp. 36 /), Had 
the Israelites and their nearest kinsmen any mythical story 
of the Adonis type? In Isa. xvii. 10 the phrase ‘Naaman- 
plants’® (R.V., ‘pleasant plants, with mg. ‘plantings of 
Adonis’) may point to the symbolic «fro. *Addydos, 
‘gardens of Adonis, and Erbt would even find a reference 
to him in Cant. vi. 2 (Canticles being supposed to be based 
on an Adonis song). Professor Baudissin,*? too, with all his 
caution, thinks that Zech. xii. 11 refers to a ceremonial 
mourning for the death of the god Hadad, ‘who was prob- 
ably combined in some way with Adonis. For my own 
part, I take a different view of this passage.* But I still 
hold that rm Sax in Am. viii. 10, Jer. vi. 26, and ->y tapn 
t7 in Zech. xii. 10 may point to a ceremonial lamentation 
for a dead god (or a dead son of God ?), though the true 
meaning of the phrase may have been forgotten. Hommel’s 
view,’ that the sacrifice of a lamb in spring-time among the 
W. Semites is a memorial of the sacrificial death of a god, 
is bold, but very possibly correct. Then we have the 
recast story of Isaac in chap. xxii. (see introduction), and 
I can grant so much as this to Winckler, that there are 
some few Adonis-elements in the story of Joseph, among 
which is the mourning so scrupulously related after Joseph’s 
death (cp. on Gen. xxxvii.). I also venture to conjecture 
that the later Jewish belief in a Messiah ben-Joseph, who 
was to die by the sword of Gog and Magog,’ may have 


1 Itis reverent to accumulate divine names in addressing the Divinity. 

2 «Naaman’ may have been, for the people, an epithet of the 
dying god. But really it arose out of ‘Ra‘aman,’ one of the many 
independent forms of Yerahme’el. 

3 Prot. Real-enc.® vii. 295; cp. Zimmern, KA T®), pp. 399, 450. 

4 See Crit. Bib., ad loc. 

5 Exp. Times, xiv. 109. 

8 See Dalman, Der leidende und der sterbende Messias, 1888. 


—— 
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some connexion with an early popular Messianic belief 
different from what we find in the canonical writings,’ and 
which was itself a development of a still earlier myth of the 
death and resurrection of a divine Being (see p. 36). For 
must not the Messiah of the people have been a divine 
Being? Rev. xii. is indeed of late origin, but these late 
writings constantly preserve fragments of myths of much 
earlier date. The Messiah, then, was certainly, according 
to the early myth, the child of the mother-goddess, and 
very possibly one of his titles was ‘son of Déd, which 
translated becomes ‘son of God. He may even have been 
represented as Dédd himself; cp. the Messianic title ‘the 
Beloved,’ Eph. i. 6, Ascens. Isaiz iii. 17. Whether Isa. liii. 
is written in the style of a song of the cult of the dying 
god” seems to me more doubtful. 

Another name which may have been compounded with 
Yerahme’el and with Ashhur is Resheph. A god of this 
name was introduced (from Phoenicia?) into Egypt during 
the eighteenth dynasty, and, from the dress in which he is 
represented, he appears to have been in one of his aspects 
a war-god;* his name (see the Heb. lex.) suggests that 
he may have been also a god of pestilence. In a N. 
Syrian inscription (Cooke, pp. 159 ff) we find Resheph, or 
Arku-Resheph (the fuller form, see p. 23), among the great 
gods of Ya’di, with Hadad, El, Rekibel (= Yerahme’el), and 
Shamash. Whether these names correspond to as many 
separate gods may indeed be questioned (see p. 68). One 
of the qualifying words attached to Resheph in the Phoenician 
inscriptions is bn, which, like the divine name +50, may most 
easily be derived from Sxyon~y ; certainly the Greek form 
*AmoANwv ~Apuedos =A. “Apukdraios is an assimilation, 
not an explanation. Elsewhere we meet with pm tw, 
where pr denotes certainly not ‘arrow’ (= flash of lightning, 
cp. Hab. iii. 11, Ps. Ixxvii. 18, and "Am. éxatnBonos), but 
the regional name yn (cp. Ba‘al-Hasor, 2 S. xiii. 23). In 
Egyptian we find attested Rshp Sharamana, in which 
Resheph is equated with Shalman, ze. Ishmael (cp. odw in 


1 Cp. N. Schmidt, Zhe Prophet of Nazareth, p. 91. 
2 Gressmann, Urspr. Esch, pp. 317-327. 
3 For references, see #. Bzd., ‘ Resheph.’ 
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the Pheen. pr. n. ndw-ay, and 05w, a divine name in a 
Sidonian inscription, Cooke, p. 42). In a legend on a 
Phoenician seal (Cooke, p. 361), we find ‘ Melkarth-Reseph, 
where Reseph, ze Resheph, is combined with Melkarth 
(see p. 46). Once, too, in a Sidonian inscription of 
Bod-‘Ashtart occurs WwW  pIN or opw ‘oR, ‘the land of 
Resheph,’ or ‘of the Rishpites.’ We also find a personal 
name jmpwn (Cooke, pp. 60, 74), ze. originally Resheph- 
Ethan (Ethan, another transferred N. Arabian name). It 
only remains to be added that yw 1 was perhaps used 
as the name of an angel (or degraded deity) placed over 
pestilence.’ 

It would seem, then, that ‘Resheph’ was originally a 
N. Arabian deity, whose cultus was carried to Canaan and 
Phoenicia, and thence to Egypt. He was closely akin to 
Yerahme’el, who was at once a war-god and a god of 
pestilence equally with another and a greater kindred deity 
YVahwehh (see" Ex. xv) 3, Dt) xxxit 124, tlabein. 5). eu 
so far as we know, the name Resheph did not take much 
hold of the Israelites, except perhaps as a place-name or a 
clan-name,” indicating that the place or clan was placed 
under the protection of the god Resheph-Yerahme’el, just 
as a Sidonian king (see above) speaks of the ‘land of 
Resheph, and as an Egyptian city was called ‘house of 
Reshpu’ (W. M. M., As. ws Ege, p. 311). 

Let us now pass on to another important divine name 
which, though it will come before us again (on xvi. 7), 
cannot be omitted here. I refer to the name Mal’ak 
Yahweh (or M.-Haélohim). What we have to explain is 
the fact that the personage so named is not a mere 


1 Gressmann, of. cz¢Z. p. 85, finds ‘Resheph’ as the name of a 
Canaanite god in Ps. Ixxvi. 4, but Houtsma’s emendation which he 
adopts (47 np) is a poor one (see Cheyne, Ps.')). 

? Inferred from 1 Chr. vii. 25 (Resheph, brother of aya, ze. 37y). 
Cp. also v. 16, ‘And Maakah, wife of Makir, bore a son, and she 
called his name Peresh ; and his brother’s name was Sheresh, and his 
sons were Ulam and Rekem.’ Ulam and Rekem being popular cor- 
ruptions of Ishmael and Yerahme’el respectively, we may presume that 
Peresh and Sheresh also have a N. Arabian origin. ‘Sheresh’ comes 
from ‘Asshur,’ like ‘Shemesh’ from ‘Ishmael. ‘Peresh,’ like 
‘ Shepher’ in Num. xxxiil. 23 f, seems to have come from ‘ Resheph.’ 
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messenger of Yahweh, but fully represents the Most High. 
There is nothing in other Semitic religions exactly parallel, 
at least if we insist on taking Mal’ak to mean ‘ messenger.’ 
The explanation of the Palmyrene divine name 5ay5n! as 
52 qndn, ‘the messenger or revealer of Bel’ (Cooke, p. 269, 
from Lidzbarski), as if the sun-god (so the Latin of the 
bilingual Rom. 2) were regarded as the highest aspect of 
the supreme God Bel, will hardly stand examination. For 
‘messenger’ and ‘revealer’ are not synonymous. To get 
the desired sense the name should be Siow or Sar. It is 
almost equally useless to refer to Babylonian. It is true, 
the principal Gods often have a divine messenger, who is 
generally an inferior deity, but may be a son (e.g. Nabf) or 
a daughter (¢g. Ishtar)” But the fact still remains that a 
messenger cannot be a full representative, and that in any 
case the name of the divine messenger would have to be 
added, lest Mal’ak Yahweh should be interpreted to mean 
‘an angel (messenger) of Yahweh, which cannot be right.® 
The only possible solution is that underneath yx5n there is 
the name of one of the great gods worshipped by the 
Israelites. Can we doubt what that name is? We have 
seen already that the oldest of Israel’s gods was called 
Yarham or Yerahme’el, and a further study of the O.T. 
names will reveal the fact that 52, Sep, oipdx, ond, 
are all corrupt forms of 5xorm-. So also is qwdn, and I 
would add the conjecture that malahum, a Canaanitish 
word for God known to the Babylonians,* has the same 
origin. The name Mal’ak Yahweh thus becomes a desig- 
nation of the divine duad (see p. 16), either member of 
which can represent the other. It was natural that at a 
later time, just as mnny (a title of “Ashtart, see p. 20) was 
changed into max, so the name Sxon[], when combined 


1 Note that a Roman inscription on a Tripoli senam (Cowper, //z// 
of the Graces, p. 155) gives the words RRIMO MALLBOLOS, where 
RRIMO should be = Rimmon. 

2 Zimmern (KAT®), p. 454) also mentions a rare Babylonian word 
maléku for ‘messenger, servant. But this does not help us. 

3 The personage referred to is not a mere angel, but a God, for he 
is the repository of the ‘name’ of Yahweh (Ex. xxili. 21). 

4 Zimmern, KAT®), p. 354. Cp. Sayce, Exp. Times, August 1906, 
p. 4996. 
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with mm, became 4n50,! and when uncombined assumed the 
edifying disguise of Syn. Into the subsequent history 
of this honourably degraded deity I need not enter. 
Evidently he is a parallel to the ‘son of man’?® and the so- 
called Messiah, partly also to the later Logos.* Evidently, 
too, he absorbed fresh rays of light from Marduk and even 
in later times from Mithra.° 

We must not therefore follow Gunkel, who regards the 
phrase Mal’ak Yahweh as due to a reverential scruple of a 
later age, and thinks that the original legends spoke naively 
of Yahweh himself as appearing, not ‘ Yahweh’s messenger.’ 
It is rather a sign of the growing tendency towards mono- 
theism, and the increasing repugnance of devout Yahweh- 
worshippers to elements derived from a lower stage of 
religion. The higher prophets, as we have seen elsewhere 
(p. 63), entertained the strongest objection to any display 
of reverence for Yerahme’el, or any borrowing from his 
cultus. To them might conceivably be due the precepts, 
‘Thou shalt have no other gods before me’ (Ex. xx. 3), 
and ‘According to the practice of the land of Misrim,° 
and according to the practice of the land of Canaan, shall 
ye mot do’ (Lev: xviiiy-3)). 

Yahweh, then, was the God of the future. Individuals 
already ‘knew’ him, but the ideal—‘thou shalt know 
Yahweh’ (Hos. ii. 22; cp. vi. 6)—-was in the dim distance. 
For the people of Israel thought to bind their God to them 
by the tie of ritual, thus, according to Hosea, totally mis- 


1 In Num. xx. 16, however, Sxonv has become Wp, and in Ex. 
XXXil. 34 °3Nd. 

2 The first evidence for the form >x2" is in Daniel (x. 13, 21; xii. 1). 
But there is no reason why some devout worshipper of Yahweh, some 
head priest, should not have produced the name earlier. That Mika’el 
was well known by name when Dan. x. 13 was written is obvious. 

° It was N. Schmidt who first pointed out that the manlike Being 
in Dan. vil. 13 was Mikael. 

4 The Logos has partly grown out of Sxonv, one of the current 
corruptions of which is sp. Only so can we understand Rev. xix. 12 
and the gloss in 134, viz., ‘And he had a name written that no one 
knew but he himself. . . . And his name is called The Word of God.’ 

5 See Cheyne, Exfosttor, April 1906, ‘The Archangel Michael.’ 

6 Of course, Misraim (Egypt) is wrong. Cp. Mic. vi. 16 (see 
p. 63, note 4). 
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conceiving the nature of Yahweh, and by each fresh 
sacrifice adding to their load of sins. Nor is Amos behind 
his fellow-prophet. ‘Come to Bethel, he cries, ‘and trans- 
gress’ (iv. 4), And again, ‘Did ye offer sacrifices to me 
in the wilderness,’ O house of Israel?’ (v. 25), and ‘I hate, 
I reject your feast-days’ (v. 21). Evidently these prophets 
hold that the nomadic theory of God gave a less incorrect 
view of religion than that of the far more refined agricultural 
period. Rather would they see no sacrifices at all than 
those offered to the God whom his Israelite worshippers 
called indiscriminately Yerahme’el (Baal) and Yahweh, and 
to the goddess of the many titles (aoAvevupos) whom we 
know best as ‘Ashtart. Alas for Israel’s fatal mistake! 
For Yahweh, and he alone, ‘gave her corn, and new 
wine, and oil, and multiplied unto her silver and gold’ 
(Hos. ii. 10). 

Thus, according to these prophets, Yahweh does for his 
people all that they suppose Yerahme’el (Baal) to do, and 
the return for which he looks is grateful obedience (Am. 
ii. 9-12, Hos. xi. 1-4). It is quite possible that Yerahme’el 
too had made a similar claim, but if so, the prophets who 
advanced the claim failed to impress, as Amos and Hosea, 
Isaiah and Micah certainly did impress, at any rate the 
next age. The probability, however, is that the most 
progressive prophets of N. Arabia sought a more hopeful 
field of activity among the Israelites. Circumstances of which 
we are ignorant—unless, indeed, we accept the traditional 
account of the Exodus—made the Israelites more susceptible 
to the higher prophetic teaching than their Yerahme’elite 
kinsmen. The N. Arabian priests sought occupation among 


1 The implied answer is, ‘ No, not sacrifices, but grateful obedience.’ 
‘Forty years,’ as Marti sees, is superfluous, alike for the sense and for 
the metre. What Marti fails to see is that myn, as often, represents 
may, and that mw comes from jow’ = bxynw. These words are two 
independent glosses on 137, Anim) (note sing.) is also an interpolation 
(Marti). The next verse is an interpolated gloss, ‘In fact, ye have 
carried in procession Sakkith your queen, and Yakman (Ishmael) your 
god, which ye made for yourselves.’ On Sakkith, see p. 18, note 4. jp 
appears as "2, as o> (after os), and as an2. >xynv, as elsewhere, has 
become obs. @’s paupav may represent jBV=joy, Ze. Sxony, of which 
jo» is also a corrupt form. Cp. on 373", Gen. xxv. 26. 
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the Israelites (Isa. ii. 6) ;1 why should we hesitate to believe 
that some of the N. Arabian prophets did so too, especially 
when we recognise (see below) the real historical relation of 
Yerahme’el to Yahweh? Among these prophets were not 
impossibly Elijah and Elisha.” 

The priests, however, were, for the moment, more 
successful than the prophets. They contributed largely to 
that distortion of religion of which Amos and Hosea com- 
plain? The Yerahme’el whom they served was not the god 
of the nomadic period, nor even the not altogether unpro- 
gressive god of the subsequent age, but the Baal of the 
capital, the god of Ahab and Jezebel. And they found 
among the Israelites only too much willingness to lend an 
ear to their dangerous pleadings. Even without their help 
it was only too easy for those who were disciples of 
Canaanitish culture to confound Yerahme’el or Baal 
with Yahweh. Hence, on the ‘days’ or festivals of the 
Baalim (the local Yerahme’els), the Israelite worshippers 
‘forgot’ Yahweh (Hos. ii. 15), ze. forgot that the Yahweh- 
side of their deity imposed a moral strictness in which the 
Yerahme’el cultus was greatly deficient—forgot, too, that 
Yahweh had become too great to be worshipped as a calf 
(or bull), and could no longer worthily be associated with a 
goddess. 


1 Yahweh has (virtually) forsaken his people, because ‘they are full 
of kemarim.’ For 07pp read no» (a technical term, from 039). 

2 See £. Bzd., ‘Prophecy,’ §§ 7,9; also Cyt. Bid. p. 397, where 
it is pointed out that tnx, preceded by m7, in 1 K. xvii. 12, xviii. 10, 
covers over an original Syonv. The biographer of Elijah seems to have 
distinguished a certain Baal (Baal-shimron?) from ‘ Yerahme’el,’ ze. 
Baal par excellence. The less harmful Baal of more conservative 
worshippers Elijah does not attack. At Sarephath (which belonged to 
the southern Sidon) Elijah found religious kinsmen, who revered his 
own God Yahweh, z.e. Yahweh-Yerahme’el. Let us also bear in mind 
the traditions which underlie 1 K. xix. 15 and 2 K. viii. 7 4%, and which 
represent Elijah and Elisha as closely connected with the King of 
Aram (the southern Yerahmeel). 

3 Both Amos and Hosea attack image-worship. In Hos. viii. 5, 6, 
the MT. misrepresents the prophet. Read in a, ‘I abhor thy calf, O 
Shimron ; | my anger is kindled against it; | to Arabia of Ishmael shall 
it be brought, | a present to the king of Ashhur.’—Goss, for Ishmael 
means Ashhur; for Ishmael means (dittograph). Interpolation, A no- 
God is the calf of Shimron. 5x wp and o’22w both represent dxyne”. 
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The reader will notice that I am anxious not to be 
unjust to Baal. That the Yerahme’el cultus had always 
been morally so meagre is improbable. Hosea himself 
says (iv. 6) that the priest (priesthood) has ‘forgotten the 
law of his God” Some unfavourable impulse—‘a spirit of 
harlotry’ (iv. 12)—has led them astray, and through them 
the Israelites also. The story of the sons of Eli (1 S. ii. 
12-17, 22) may illustrate this. Eli and his sons were 
guardians of the so-called ‘ark, the probable original 
name! of which, and also its traditional connexion with 
the compound name of the divine duad,’ suggest that its 
priestly guardians were ministers of the God Yerahme’el. 
But according to a tradition which may be not entirely 
incorrect, the sons of Eli indulged in evil practices like 
those which Hosea has in view in his controversy with the 
priests. Eli himself was without reproach ; his sons there- 
fore, like Hosea’s priests, had ‘forgotten the law of their 
God,’ except, indeed, in matters of sacrificial routine. Now 
Hosea, like Amos and Isaiah,’detests the sacrificial system ; 
he even calls sacrifices ‘the sin of Yahweh’s people’ (iv. 8). 
The priests, on their side, abhor what Hosea loves, viz. an 
ethical, non-sacrificial view of religion. The antithesis, 
therefore, is complete, irreconcilable. The true Yahweh 
says (Hos. viii. 12) :— 

I loathe the temples of Yerahme’el,? 
(Where) my laws are accounted as (those of) a stranger. 


And in the next verse the prophet continues :— 


They sacrifice the sacrifices of Ah’ab,* 
Yahweh accepts them not ; 

Now will he remember their guilt, 
And punish them for their sin. 


1 See p. 34. 2 See p. 35, note I. 

3 Read byay mba mpx, and, in 4, ‘nha, 

4 sanan probably comes from 2xnx, a compound of two short geo- 
graphical designations, one of which (nx) represents ws, the other 
(ax) 33y. The same word can be traced in Hos. iii. 1, iv. 17, ix. 10, xl. 4, 
and Mic. vi. 16. In Mic. Zc. we have to read, ‘And the statutes of 
the Arammite are observed, and all the cultus of the house ( = territory) 
of Ah’ab.’ Is this also the explanation of the royal name Ab’ab? 
Certainly. The far-fetched explanations of this name (W. R. Smith, 
Ulmer, etc.) are most improbable. 
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Of the counter-discourses of the priests we have, unfortu- 
nately, no record. 

I have postponed the-consideration of the name mim, 
Yahweh, or (see Sayce and Cowley’s edition of the Assuan 
Aramaic papyri) 1, Yahi, in order not to hinder a compari- 
son of the partly similar, partly different conceptions of the 
two related gods, Yerahme’el and Yahweh. The compari- 
son having now been made, it is possible to take up the 
important question of the origin of ‘Yahweh.’ It seems 
to me very hazardous to assume from Gen. xix. 24 that 
Mm (7) originally meant ‘heaven’; and to hold that there 
were two old monosyllabic divine names Ya and Ho, that 
ha-Elohim is sometimes miswritten for Ho + the gloss 
Elohim, and that in Gen. ii. and iii, Yahweh-Elohim has a 
similar origin. This is Hommel’s view (Gy. pp. 177-179). 
Still, we can hardly now go back to the old conjectures 
respecting the divine name Yahweh. So much must already 
be clear, that the name must stand in some connexion 
with Yerahme’el. I suggest that it may have been origin- 
ally a dialect-variation of Yahameh, which is related to 
Yarhamu, precisely as Ham (Gen. v. 32, etc.) is related to 
Yarham, and Hamath to Rahamath. We may further 
venture to compare the regional names Yaman and Yamin, 
where not only the 7 but the % has disappeared, also the 
personal name Yahmai (1 Chr. vii. 2), for which Lucian 
gives vauey, and the Sabean name Syom. Here, too, I must 
mention the imagined moon- and sea-god Ydm (see p. 28), 
the yam7z in Ahiyami (Ta‘annek inscription, see p. 29, note 1), 
and the yéma which closes some proper names in cuneiform 
texts of the Persian period’ (cp. p. 29). It is true that 
Zimmern and other Assyriologists trace this yédma to an 
original yahwa, but obviously yahwa (yahu) may just as 
well have come from Ydma (ydm), which is the short either 
for Yarham or for Yaman.” The evidence is certainly late, 
but compound proper names, even when recorded late, often 


1 Cp. Johns, article in Exfosztor, October 1903. There are also 
names beginning with I-am (Hommel, Gy. p. 179; cp. p. 130). 

2 Johns (Deeds, iii. 414) has found Natanu-ydma several times in 
Assyrian deeds. ‘ Natdnu’ is probably a modification of the N. Arabian 
name Ethan ; ‘yama’ ought to be parallel to it. 
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present very ancient elements. There is also early evidence 
from proper names that the name Yai (Yahi), whether for 
a region or for a god—most probably for both—was current 
in Babylonia, both in the age of Hammurabi, and, later, 
in the Kassite period, ze. that it was by no means confined 
to the land of the Israelites. 

A fresh chapter in the history of Yahweh is opened by 
the Assuan Aramaic papyri. We learn from these that the 
Jews in Syene and Elephantine in the fifth century B.c. 
habitually used the divine name Yahu in commercial, and 
legal transactions. ‘They swore by the name of Yahu, 
and a chapel or altar of Yahu stood near the houses of 
their settlement. The one God has displaced the divine 
duad or triad, and the name Yahu holds its ground against 
both Yahweh and Adonai." 

What, then, is the relation of the form Yahweh to 
Yau or Yahi? Probably this. A more original form 
than either is Yahwa or Yahu. Ina famous Phcenician 
inscription (v.-iv. cent. B.C.) we find a royal name 75mm. 
It is usual to explain this as om (‘let Milk give life’); 
but should it not rather be 75oym?? Yahi or VYahwa 
appears to be a very old shortened form of on w; the 
linking form is ym. Out of Yahwa (Yahi) came Yahwa 
(Yahi). The settled Yerahme’elites, or rather their priests, 
probably made this modification, giving it the sense of ‘he 
who causes to be,’ ‘the producer.’* This step may have 
coincided with a great reconstitution of myths.* Yarham 
may, indeed, have been the Creator, but the old creation- 
myth had probably begun to fade, and its revival called for a 
virtually new name. From these Yerahme’elites the younger 
Israelite people, under the direction of the priestly tribe of 
Levi and especially the clan of Mosheh, received the cultus 
of Yahweh. Previously they had worshipped El] Asshur 
(‘El Shaddai’) or El Yerahme’el (‘El-olam’), but on 

1 Avamaic Papyri discovered at Assuan. Edited by A. H. Sayce 
with the assistance of A. E. Cowley (1906), p. Io. 

2 Note that the father of this king is byanm (so C/S and Lidzbarski ; 
Cooke, byar), 2.2. Syany = dxony. 

3 On the diffusion of the name Yahweh in the south, see Ed. Meyer, 


Die Isvaeliten, p. 378. 
4 Cp. Goldziher, Hebrew Mythology, p. 272. 
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passing into a settled life they accepted a virtually new 
God. Their traditions unhistorically throw back this 
event into the nomadic stage. 

The date of the original change of Yaht into Yahi must 
have been very early, if Jensen’ is right in making the Abd- 
hiba of the Amarna letters equivalent to M7 72y, > being 
often replaced in Assyrian by %, and ) by 4 Johns,’ too, 
compares Iba in the name ’Iba-kame, and a French critic 
suggests that Yabi-sarru in a newly published Amarna 
tablet may mean ‘Yahweh is king.” But I fear we cannot 
safely lay any stress on such interpretations, and at any 
rate behind the conventionalised Yabi-sarru a name of 
different import exists, if we could find it. Among the 
many similar cases of conventionalised Hebrew names it 
is enough here to point out that \7> in Wryw and similar 
forms is probably altered from m7, ze. yam, which is a 
shortened form of the geographical name oxo. Cp 23 

It will now be plain exactly how much truth lies in the 
statement of Winckler (G/ ii. 78) that the divine name 
Yahu, underlying Yahweh, ‘is that of the storm-god 
commonly called by the Canaanite peoples Ramman.’ It 
requires to be added (1) that the intermediate divine name 
is Yarhamu or Yahu, (2) that Ramman is probably a 
modification of one of the collateral forms of Yerahme’el 
(Rahman or Ra‘aman), and (3) that all these related Gods are 
more than mere storm-gods, more than the possessors or con- 
trollers of any single natural force, or even of all of them 
put together: they are divine men—they are personalities. 

It is natural to conclude the series of divine names 
with ‘Elohim.’ This word is generally rendered ‘God’ or 
‘gods’; in the former sense we find dnd (¢léntya, ‘my 
gods’ =‘my God’) in the Amarna letters. But Elohim is 
admittedly often used in the Hebrew texts, both without 
and with the article, as if it were a divine name. It is 
also admitted that an apposition generally stands in the 
singular, though sometimes in the plural; and that the 
predicate is generally in the singular, though exceptions 
(Gen. Xx. 13, XXXL. 53, SOKVIO, Mxe sce 
vii. 23) are not wanting. To illustrate these phenomena, 


DPIGB Whe 7.8% 2 Deeds, iii. p. xvi. 
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it has been noticed that the Phcen. ndSx may be used with 
the singular (even feminine) to denote ‘god,’ like the Heb. 
ody ; one may mention (Cooke, p. 99) ;txdva 05x, ods 
xen wip obx, px nN obx (of the goddess Isis). It 
is not so easy to account either for the Hebrew or for the 
Phoenician phenomena. Let us begin with the latter, 
having regard to typical passages in the Phcenician inscrip- 
tions in which odx occurs. Prof. G. Hoffmann has already 
examined these with his accustomed learning,’ but without 
fully satisfactory results, owing to his want of a key to the 
problems. I venture now to build partly on his foundation, 
hoping that some of my suggestions may be found useful. 
And, first of all, let me caution the student against trusting 
appearances. It is true that the names obxamn (C/S 
194, 363) and Dox Tip (7, 334) appear to mean ‘gift of 
God, ‘servant of God.’ Experience, however, seems to me 
to warn us to question these explanations, and to look 
underneath these names for earlier forms with a non-religious 
meaning. Then we have in the Ma‘sib inscription, 7 2, the 
strange expression, ‘which the odx, the envoys of Milk- 
“Ashtart ... built. Prof. Hoffmann takes ody here to 
eva title (“the divine’), and refers to C/S 260-262, 377, 
where the father is called obs opo xm, and the son npn 
obx alone; also to 227, where the latter phrase occurs in 
connexion with Suffetes. Hoffmann explains this ‘loco 
divino’; it was an official title doubtless, but suggests the 
fact that its bearers were great nobles, and claimed descent 
from the gods. Similarly obs mmo 55) means, according 
to him, ‘every one of an honoured princely position. To 
these may be added from Cooke (p. 361) the phrase ob» wn, 
which Prof. Ed. Meyer explains ‘divine servant, but Mr. 
Cooke, in my opinion more plausibly, ‘the nobleman.’ 

And what is the explanation which will link these 
passages firmly and naturally together? It is this. pdx 
in Phcenician, like the same group of letters in Hab. ii. 18 
(cp. also in the MT. ndiv, S5nxn, od-nn, and similar words), 
is a derivative of Suan ; and, in passing, the same origin 
may be suggested for the Phcoen. toy, ‘a god2— Let us 
apply this to each of the Phoenician passages referred to. 


1 Ueber einige phonikische Inschriften (1889), pp. 15-20. 
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For instance, a genealogy tracing a man’s descent to Yerah- 
me’elite ancestors was, we may well suppose, a patent of 
the highest nobility. Eshmunazar, as we know (p. 44), 
prided himself on his ‘ blue blood,’ and it is highly probable 
that a Suffete family would do the same. Eshmunazar calls 
himself modx ja, which is not to be read ng 5x pa (so 
Hoffm.), nor ‘son of a widow, but (as the preceding descrip- 
tion shows) ‘son, or native, of Almath’ (a regional name, 
derived from nbx= Sear). In short, the king claimed to 
be a Yerahme’elite, and so, of course, did other high-placed 
Sidonians. Similarly all the passages can be explained, 
provided we grant that obs may, by a natural licence, be 
also taken as a plural. We may group the plural odx in 
the Mas‘ib inscription with the ow of Ex. xv. 15, Ezek. 
xvii. 13, 2 K. xxiv. 15 Kr, and the ordx of Ezek. xxxii. 21. 
The odx in the seal-legend (Cooke, p. 361) is, of course, 
not a plural, but means ‘of high descent, or, more strictly, 
‘of Yerahme’el.’ 

Now we can also understand how Phcen. nS» can have 
come to mean ‘god.’ The case is parallel to that of xergallu 
for the colossal lions representing the god Nergal, and 
ishtaru and ishtaritu for ‘goddess. Strictly, o>~ means 
‘Yerahme’el, but since Yerahme’el was an unique Being, and 
the one or two other Beings in his Company were sub- 
ordinate to him, his name, in a shortened form, naturally 
became a term indicating the highest rank in the hierarchy 
of Essences. It should be noticed that in the Hadad 
and Panammu inscriptions (Zenjirli), Hadad and El and 
Rekubel and Shamash are mentioned together. It is 
possible that El here is but a shortened form of Rekub-el 
(= Yerahme’el), which the stone-cutter—a lover of grand 
titles—gave as a separate name. Indeed, the probability is 
that by Hadad and Rekubel the same god is meant. There 
is an alternative view, but it comes practically to the same 
thing, viz. that 5x has come from 5x», a short symbol (cp. 
‘Tolaus’) for Ssarm, like 5p) for Sxvnw. A similar explana- 
tion has already been given of 5yn. 


1 Philo of Byblus (/vagm., 1. 18) states that the allies of El or 
Kronos bore the name HAoep, as if Kpdviot. ondx has not been found 
in Pheenician. 
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The problem of owt5x now becomes simple. Our ex- 
perience with the above nd» passages suggests that obs 
must have been produced out of a shortened form of 5xarm, 
viz. amd ; cp. o72x from oma (xvii. 5), and omd-rma from 
‘Ty-rn. We see, too, how owbx comes to be constructed 
with a singular verb and a singular adjective, and how the 
phrase ow5x mw was possible. Both in this compound 
phrase and sometimes when it stands alone (e.g. iv. 25), owt» 
represents the divine name Sxor. Ex. xxii. 19 supplies 
important evidence of this. For here pom is impossible (see 
p. 29), and plainly represents orm (=5xorn7), an early 
gloss on owt5x. It may be added that Sx (‘idol’) has 
probably the same origin. See Cvzt. Bzb. on Isa. ii, 6-22, 
and cp. Hab. ii. 18, where mods (=or5xnr) may be a 
gloss on o>Sx. As to rndx, I agree with Ewald and 
Baethgen that it is probably an artificial coinage. 

We now return to the Priestly Writer's cosmogony, in 
which he seeks to glorify the weekly Sabbath by placing its 
origin at the beginning of the world (ii. 2). He does not 
indeed actually name the ‘Sabbath, but it appears evident 
that he alludes to it as the day of ceasing from work (maw). 
Meinhold has made it very probable that the weekly Sabbath 
is not pre-exilic, that its author was Ezekiel, and that the 
name Sabbath (which is, of course, pre-exilic) originally had 
nothing to do with ceasing from work or resting.’ This 
scholar thinks that in pre-exilic times it meant ‘full-moon 
day’ (like Ass. Sabattum). 1 venture, however, to suggest 
a different view, which in the light of other results appears 
to me highly plausible. This is, that it meant the feast of 
Ashtart, who was symbolised as an ear of corn= Aram. 
xnbdaw (KAT. p. 428). ndiw, in fact, became naw, which 
was originally (as it seems) one of the names of the great 
Semitic goddess. It is, of course, possible that this name was 
in course of time altered so as to suggest identification with 
the Ass. Sabattum, just as Sabith was (probably) altered 
into Seba’6th. My own impression, however, is that there 
was nothing in Babylonia corresponding to the Jewish 


1 See Meinhold, Sabbat und Woche im A.T. (1905), and cp. Prof. 
H. W. Hogg’s review in the Review of Theology and Philosophy, \. 


749 L. 
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Sabbath. Another suggestion is too obviously right to be 
rejected. It was the Babylonian and old Oriental principle 
that things on earth correspond to things in heaven. P 
accepts this. If God ‘rested’ on the seventh day, man 
ought also to rest on that day. The anthropomorphism 
(cp. Ex. xxxi. 17) harmonises with the view of the gods as 
extraordinary men, which pervades this cosmogony. 

The concluding words, mwy5 ode x11 Wer (ii. 3), are 
stylistically impossible. No good Hebrew writer could 
have appended mwy, nor can x72 be combined with maxdn. 
M. Lambert ' has already suspected corruption in x 1; the 
author of @ also took offence at it, and gives 7p£aTo (Sn7) ; 
cp. John v. 17, ‘my Father worketh hitherto. But the 
corruption is more deep-seated.” Probably the last editor of 
the text had to deal with a title of the following narrative, 
which he did not understand. The title was any 1x, on 
which there was a marg. gloss bso ans.’ Both phrases 
were already corrupt, and by inserting ows the writer pro- 
duced what now stands before us. The text is not improved 
by the appendix. The two phrases ‘ Asshur of Arabia’ and 
‘Ashtar of Yerahme’el’ are of course synonymous. They 
both mean the region in which the gan-Eden was situated, 
and in which the first men, including Noah, dwelt. Cp. 
Prov. viii. 26 (pp. 38 /). 


1 Revue des études jutves, janv.-mars 1900. 

2 Schwally (Archiv f. Rel.-wiss., ix., 1906, p. 159) feels the 
‘monstrosity’ of the phrase, but has no suggestion for explaining it. 

3 Probably the document used by P had ‘inwy, which, like bixnex, 
yyonvx, and annwx, came from Soxnwx = ‘ony anes, 
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HERE we have before us the story of the first man and 
the first woman, of their happy life in the sacred garden, 
and of their miserable expulsion from it. The story also 
includes a myth of the origin of the serpent as we sce it 
to-day, but on this we need not pause long. The early 
Israelites naturally enough applied the key of the imagina- 
tion, just as the Finns did (see Kalevala, Rune xxvi.). It 
is Adam and Eve who absorb our interest. The man is 
produced out of moistened clay (as the myths of Babylon 
and Egypt—to mention no others—also represent); the 
woman in a singular fashion, which we will refer to later. We 
need not suppose that this was the only account of the 
formation of the human pair current among the Israelites. 
One possible theory is suggested by the traditional phrase 
‘Mother Earth’;’ the resources of the imagination are not 
easily exhausted. We notice too that the first woman re- 
ceives a name (ii. 23 0, iii. 20), while the first man has none. 
The difficulty is met in iv. 25 and v. 3-5 by omitting the 
article in 4@-adaim, so that adam appears as a proper name ; 
@ and Vg. use ‘Adam’ in this way more freely. A textual 
critic, however, is bound to inquire whether an earlier and 
still discoverable form of the text may not have given the 
first man a true proper name. 

For the present, however, we will acquiesce in the make- 
shift ‘Adam,’ and proceed to ask, Have we the story of 
Adam in its original form? Surely not, is the answer. The 
story has been altered in order to make it illustrate and 
explain the facts of ordinary life. It has also received 
additions, as Stade and Gunkel have partly seen. Elsewhere 

1 Noldeke, Archiv fi Rel.-wiss. vii. 161. 
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the first man is described as a king and a demi-god.’ This 
was the older type of the tradition; we find it in Ezek. 
xxviii. 12-19 (axvilen3; xxvill. 2, 3, Isarxive es Eajeane 
Job xv. 7,°8, and in a pale form in Gen. i 26-23) (cpaie 
viii. 5). How natural that such a personage should dwell 
among the magic trees on the mountain of Elohim, and that 
his beauty and wisdom should be infinite! Symbols of his 
semi-divine character are the precious stones (see p. 83) 
which form his vesture,? precisely as the Jewish high priest 
had twelve, and the Babylonian king six precious stones on 
the breast, indicating the astral connexion of these holy 
personages.* This king, this demi-god, however, was deposed, 
and not only deposed, but hurled (v. 16; see Isa. xiv. 15) 
down to Shedl, because he said, ‘I am Elohim, ‘I am like 
the Supreme,’ z.e. because he broke some divine precept, or 
perhaps conspired against the Supreme.“ The myth is 
incomplete. There must once have been more light on the 
sin of this great Being. That sin can hardly have been 
partaking of the food of the gods, for how could one dwell 
on the mountain of Elohim, be robed like Elohim, and be 
perfect in wisdom and beauty, and not also eat of that food, 
which, if taken constantly, warded off decay and death, and 
imparted a happy sense of unlimited power? It is remark- 
able that in Enoch Ixix. 6 the story of the temptation is 
read in the light of Gen. vi. 1, 2. Of the tree nothing is said, 
and the tempter is represented as one of the fallen angels. 
Let us now turn to the story in Gen. ii. Here (vv. 8, 
15) we are told that Yahweh-Elohim planted a garden for 


1 We are reminded of the ‘fair shepherd Yima’ of the Avesta 
(Vend. ii.), the first king and the founder of civilisation, though not the 
first man like the cognate Vedic hero Yama (see p. 83); also of 
Maui, ‘the Adam of New Zealand.’ Of the Bab. Adapa (or, as Fossey, 
Adamu) I have spoken elsewhere. 

2 See Ezek. xxviii. 13. Cp. the robe of ceremony offered to Adapa 
by Anu in the Babylonian myth (KB vi. 99). 

3 See Zimmern, KAZ, pp. 624, note 3; 629, note 5; also Gress- 
mann, “schatologie, pp. 108-110. 

* The passage of Ezekiel closes with a reference appropriate to the 
king of Missor in N. Arabia, to whom, by a poetical licence, the old 
myth is applied. ‘ Sor,’ of course, is shortened from Missor (see p. 46 /). 
In Ezek. xxviii. 2 ao 252 probably comes from oy baz, ‘Babel of the 
Yemanites,’ z.e. the Arabian Babel; a gloss. See on x. Io. 
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the sake of the man. This view is quite different from that 
of Ezekiel. Thereupon Adam became his gardener. The 
notion of an agricultural people. Precisely so the legend of 
Sargon I. (Rogers, HBA i. 362) makes the king say, ‘My 
service as a gardener was pleasing unto Ishtar, and I became 
king’? But Adam’s life was not perfect, for he was alone, 
and Yahweh his Maker (see p. 15) loved society. So God 
said (according to @ and Jubilees), ‘ Let ws make him a help 
meet for him, and then formed out of the ground all the 
animals, and brought them to Adam to see what he would 
call them. What is the object of this singular story? Isit 
merely to prepare the way for the formation of Eve, or to 
answer some curious questions (such as, How came the 
animals by their names, or, How came language to exist) ?” 
Rather, perhaps, to counteract the shameful vice referred to 
in Lev. xviii. 23. There may have been stories in existence 
like that of Ea-bani,® or like the tales of the Skidi Pawnee in 
N. America, in which ‘ people’ are said to marry animals or 
to become animals (Dorsey, 7vadztions of the SP. pp. 280 ff). 
At any rate, the writer declares that none of the animals was 
fit to be the associate of man, because none was sufficiently 
like him to be a true helper to him (722) Ny, ‘a helper 
matching him,’ as one half of a piece of work matches 
another). 

Observe that some practical object, such as is here 
suggested, must have been before the narrator’s mind. It is 
probable that vv. 19, 20 are a later insertion, suggested by 
experience. For v. 21 fits on to v. 18 much better than to 
v. 20, and it is not probable that the insight required for 
naming the animals should have deserted the man when he 
had to deal with the serpent, who is represented as one of 
those very animals on whom the man, in virtue of his superior 


1 Cp. the legend of Abdalonymus of Tyre (Winckler, 4O/ ii. 168). 

2 The narrator assumes that Adam and Eve had an innate capacity 
of speech. 

3-See Jastrow, RGA, pp. 474-480, and his article ‘Adam and Eve 
in Babylonian Literature,’ A/SZL xv. 207-268. Jastrow’s theory (that 
the original form of the story in Gen. ii. represented Adam as having 
originally had intercourse with the beasts) seems to me highly improb- 
able. The original story represented Adam as a demi-god,—not as an 
Ea-bani, but as an Adapa. 
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wisdom and his divinely given authority, had imposed names. 
One thing, however, the interpolator forgot, viz. that to 
obtain his object he had to lower the intelligence of the 
divinity, whom he represents as having made countless 
experiments—all failures—before he hit upon the right plan. 
Strange, indeed, it would have been, if the formation of man 
succeeded at once, but not that of woman. Observe, lastly, 
that all trace of a theriomorphic Creator (see pp. 7, 9) has 
vanished. 

One may venture, therefore, to hold that the divinity 
proceeded at once from thought to successful action. Gods, 
however, do not like to be watched (xix. 26). Hence a 
deep sleep falls upon Adam, like the sleep of one who is in 
a trance (Job iv. 13, xxxiii. 15). The God takes one of his 
ribs and builds it up into a woman. The man is enchanted 
at the sight, and bursts into rhythmic speech, to which the 
narrator appends a comment. Why is a woman so irresist- 
ibly drawn to aman? It is because of this great event which 
has permanently determined the relations of the sexes. 
Observe, the spirit of this passage is in harmony with that of 
i. 27, 28. It is implied that straightway the man and the 
woman had a reciprocal longing. IV. 25 is due to the later 
editor or compiler, who connected sexual intercourse with a 
transgression of a divine command. 

The story in vv. 21, 22 is surely not merely an ‘allegory’ 
(Driver). It is told as history, and mythic history it is. It 
is true, the modern man makes a_ distinction between 
mythology and genuine history, but primitive man feels no 
difficulty in combining facts that are real with facts that are 
merely divined in accordance with mythological theories. 
Facts of the latter kind will of course differ in various 
countries, but there will be an analogy between them, and 
the fundamental ideas will agree. Thus, in the Zale of Two 
Brothers, the nine gods, making a tour in Egypt, take com- 
passion on a man called Bitiu, because he is alone, and 
Khnumu (the divine modeller) makes a companion for him 
who is more perfect than any woman.’ Here, however, there 
is nothing like the detail of the rib. Somewhat nearer to 


1 Maspero, Contes populaires de 1 Egypte ancienne, p. 19 ; cp. Good- 
win, RP il. 145. 
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the Hebrew story is the mythic tradition of the island of 
Mangaia, which states that the woman at the bottom of the 
primeval ‘cocoa-nut,’ being desirous of offspring, plucked a 
piece of flesh out of her right side, which became Vatea, the 
father of gods and men.’ Or take the Malagasy myth that 
the Creator drew seven women out of the body of the first 
man, who are the mothers of the seven tribes.2 The famous 
Tahitian story, so suspiciously near the story in Gen. ii., has 
been criticised by Max Miiller,® but not adequately explained. 
It is not enough to remark that ‘Ivi’ (the first woman’s 
name) means ‘bone. The key to the story is probably the 
fact that at Fakaafo the first man was said to have had his 
origin in a rock. We must suppose that ‘Ivi’ originally 
meant ‘rock, or something analogous.* A higher origin is 
given to the first woman in Hindoo mythology. Dividing 
his own body into two, Brahma is said to have become with 
the half a man, and with the half a woman, and in her to 
have created (the commentator says, begotten) Viraj.° The 
Iranian story in the Bundahish (chap. xv.) is also remark- 
able. At first the human pair, Matr6 and Matréyahé, grew 
up in conjunction with the shape of a plant ; afterwards they 
changed into the shape of man, and, as we shall see, fell into 
wickedness. They were produced by the seed of a still 
earlier man, ‘brilliant and white, ‘the righteous man, 
Gayomard. 

Our narrator leaves unsaid that Adam’s first care was to 
tell his wife on what conditions they held their happiness. 
But evidently she knew from him about the tree in the 
middle of the garden (iii. 3, 6, 11), the fruit of which, though 
fruit was their food, they were forbidden to taste. One tree, 
not two trees ; ii. 9g, which speaks of ‘the tree of life in the 
midst of the garden,’ but also of ‘the tree of knowledge of 
good and evil, is certainly not in its correct form.° What, 


1 Lang, Myth, Ritual, and Religion, i. 187. 

2 Campbell, Zravels in South Africa, 3rd ed., p. 384 (ap. Liiken, 
Traditionen, p. 61). The parallel will become closer if the first man of 
Gen. ii. was really the supposed ancestor of a particular race of men. 

3 Science of Religion, pp. 302-304. 

4 Waitz-Gerland, Anthropologie der Naturvolker, vi. 326. 

5 Muir, Old Sanscrit Texts, iv. 41. 

6 Matthes (article in Theol. Tijdschr. xxiv. pp. 365 f-) and Winckler 
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then, is the name of the tree? Kuenen?’ and Eerdmans? 
reply, The tree of life; Budde,* Holzinger, Barton,* The tree 
of the knowledge of good and evil. A better view seems to 
be that the tree was indifferently called ‘the tree of life’ and 
‘the tree of knowledge (= insight, wisdom).’’ This identifi- 
cation of life and insight is amply attested,’ and is in accord- 
ance with the best Israelite teaching. He who shares God’s 
wisdom must also share his infinite life. Of course, ‘know- 
ledge, to the writer who inserted ‘the tree of knowledge,’ 
consisted largely in ability to use magic arts; it is in the 
incantations that we find Marduk referred to as ‘he that 
loves to recall to life the dead. It is true, a later writer 
took a very different view of the meaning of ‘the tree of 
knowledge. According to him, the knowledge which the 
magic fruit conveyed to the human pair was that, in virtue 
of the sexual relation, they had the godlike power (cp. iv. 1) 
of producing living beings like themselves. It is plain, 
however, that this interpretation is not the original one; it 
is too special. To limit the divine wisdom to the mystery 
of the reproduction of life is inadmissible; it is also contrary 
to the partly parallel Babylonian story of Adapa. 

The story of Adapa’s (or Adamu’s) failure to obtain 
complete divinity need not be retold at length here (see 
Prof. Jastrow’s well-known historical work). The main 
point of it is that Adapa, the son of Ea (the culture-god of 
Eridu), was endowed with divine wisdom, but, through a 
deception practised upon him by his father, forewent immor- 
tality. This reminds us forcibly, not only of the infinite 
wisdom possessed by Ezekiel’s first man, but also of the 


(GZ ii. 108) retain the two trees. The latter gives both the same 
name, viz. ‘the tree of the knowledge of good and evil,’ and compares 
the two oracular trees in a rapddeuros resorted to by Alexander in the 
legend. Certainly the Slav. Enoch (c. 8) speaks of two special trees 
in the heavenly Paradise—one the tree, sweet of smell, brilliant, and 
covering everything (the heaven-tree), and the other an oil-distilling 
olive-tree. The Zoroastrians, too, know the heaven-tree (see Bousset, 
Rel. des Judenthums™, p. 556). 

| Theol. Tijdschr. xviii. 136. 2 Ibid. pp. 494 f% 

3 Die Bibl. Urgeschichte, pp. $3 4 Semitic Origins, p. 95. 

ON See) 20520» (Colas 57.0% 

6 See Prov. ii, -2, 3, 6, xxiv. 3,4, %%a.9.. In Ethe noch xxsne 3, 6; 
the tabooed tree is called the tree of wisdom. 
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misrepresentation of the effect of eating the forbidden fruit 
in the speech ascribed to Yahweh in Gen. ii. 17, iii. 3. | For 
Adapa was actually offered the food and drink of the gods 
—‘ bread (food) of life,” ‘water of life” they are called,—but 
declined them, in obedience to his father, on the false sup- 
position that they were food and drink of death. Similarly, 
Yahweh-Elohim commanded the man not to eat of a special 
fruit, because to do this would straightway cause his death 
(ii. 17, iii. 3). If Adapa (Adamu) had disregarded his 
father’s command, he would have become immortal, ze. he 
would have experienced such an uplifting of his nature that 
decay and death would have been for the time impossible, 
and if he had gone on eating the food and drink of the 
gods, decay and death would have been for ever averted. 
Similarly, though in the reverse order, if Adam and Eve 
had regarded the divine command and abstained from eating 
the fruit of the magic tree, they would, at however distant a 
date, have returned to the ground out of which they were 
taken. The original story doubtless made Adam and Eve 
take the first step towards an endless life—but only the first 
step ; and this they did at the cost of offending Yahweh. 
Can we go behind the narrative and identify the tree of 
life, or of wisdom? The attempt was made in comparatively 
early times. The Mandzans said that it was the vine, and 
Pinches, among modern students, holds the same opinion ; 
in fact, ‘wine, ideographically, according to Pinches and 
Haupt, means ‘drink of life’ It is probable, however, that 
the vine was not the first fruit-bearing plant which yielded 
an intoxicant to the Semitic races, and that Enoch xxiv. 4 
(cp. xxv. 5) is correct when it says of the tree of life that 
‘its fruit was like the dates of the palm. Date-wine was, 
in fact, always the most used intoxicant in Arabia and in 
early Babylonia and Assyria." The palm-tree itself was 
among the specially sacred trees. The conventionalised 
sacred tree of the monuments is primarily a date-palm, the 
artificial fecundation of which was a sacred ceremony. In 
1 K. vi. 29, Ezek. xli. 18, cherubs and palm-trees are put 
together in the ornamentation of the temple ; and Winckler 
and Barton plausibly suppose that the palm-tree, which is 
1 See £. Bib., ‘Wine,’ § 25. 
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singularly prolific, symbolised Ishtar, one of whose names, 
indeed, in Canaan, may have been Tamar.’ 

The qualities of the fruit of the sacred tree remind us of 
the qualities ascribed to the juice of the soma or haoma 
plant. It was a magic fruit, and, like Paradise itself, came 
down from heaven. Just so the Indians and Iranians affirm 
that the precious healing plants came from the upper world 
(Darmesteter, Zend-Avesta, i. 221). The Indians also relate 
that an eagle, or the God Indra himself, in eagle form, 
brought the intoxicating and healing drink from the place 
where it is kept in heaven; according to Oldenberg, how- 
ever, the drink was perhaps originally not soma-juice, but 
honey-mead.” The Iranians have a similar tale (Yasna, 
Keely) 

The fruit which Eve partook of, and then gave to Adam, 
was therefore the equivalent of an intoxicating drink ()w), 
which the early men, both Semitic and Aryan,’ naively 
supposed to exhilarate even the gods, and to confer immunity 
from sickness. An analogous symbol or channel of immor- 
tality is the river of the water of life (as Rev. xxii. 1 well 
expresses it) which watered the garden, and on whose banks 
grew trees with unfading leaves and undecaying fruit (Ezek. 
xlvii. 12). The Babylonian sages, too, spoke of a ‘ purifying 
oil of the gods,’ * and later, Jewish and Christian writers of 
a ‘tree of mercy’ distilling the ‘oil of life’;° but also of a 
tree Of life? (2 Ksdiv is 12) and-treesvof=hite CRev. xiimeacs 
virtually). So in the Slavonic Enoch (c. 8), we read of an 
olive-tree ‘always distilling oil.” The belief is, of course, 
connected with that of supernatural rivers of wine and of 
oil in the heavenly Paradise. See, further, pp. 41, 84. 


1 Having observed the great part played by transposition of letters 
in Palestinian names, I would suggest that 19n as a name may have come 
from n27. For names of Ashtart still traceable in O.T., see pp. 18-20. 

2 Die Religion des Veda, pp. 175-176. 

3 Judg. ix. 13; Rig Veda, ix. 90, 5 (Muir, Sansc. Texts, iv. 80). 

4 Hehn, Aymnen an Marduk, p. 29. 

5 Vit. Ad. et Ev. § 36 (cp. 40); Apoc. Mos.§ 9. Cp. the rite of 
anointing the sick with oil (Mk. vi. 13, James v. 14). Indeed, all 
forms of the anointing of persons as a religious rite may have a similar 
origin. Neither Vollers (Arch. f Rel.-wiss. viii. 102) nor Spiegelberg 
(26. ix. 144) has pointed this out. Cp. Slavonic Enoch xxii. 8, 9. 
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That there is no exact Babylonian parallel to the 
Paradise-story is well known. The park of magic trees 
seen by Gilgamesh (KB vi. 209), and the kiskanu-tree 
(palm-tree ? oracular tree?) in the sanctuary at Eridu,’ have 
no myth attached to them like that of Adam and Eve. 
And though the Gilgamesh-epic tells us of a magic plant 
(not in that wondrous park) called ‘In old age the man 
becomes young (again), the plant is not very prominently 
mentioned ; and though a serpent is introduced, taking the 
plant away from the bitterly disappointed Gilgamesh,” this 
is only an expression of the irony of fate; there is no trace 
of any special acuteness on the serpent’s part. Quite other- 
wise runs the story in Gen. iii, A serpent there plays a 
leading rdle, and his action is dictated by subtlety of intellect. 
He is evidently no common serpent such as Adam had lately 
named (ii. 19 f), but either (in accordance with Arabian 
folklore)* a manifestation of the tree-spirit (or tree-demon), 
or a pale form of the serpent manifestation of a divine 
culture-bringer like the Babylonian Oannes in Berossus. 
He speaks, not, like Balaam’s ass, because Yahweh ‘ opened 
his mouth, but because he is a supernatural Being. 

The object of his conversation with the woman is not 
altogether clear. He accuses ‘Elohim’ first of cruelty, and 
then of deception. Obviously he is not friendly to the 
great Being. Has he some definite hostile project in view ? 
We cannot tell for certain, because the true sequel of the 
‘opening of the eyes’ in iii. 7 has perished ; possibly, too, 
the first part of the serpent’s speech in v. 1 is lost, for 1 4x, 
which is not an interrogative phrase,* comes in very abruptly. 
It is possible, however, that the serpent was planning a 
rebellion against the over-strict divinity. This story, the 
evidence of which is now not existent, would, of course, be 
independent of the story of the struggle between the Light- 
god and the Dragon. 


1-See Jeremias, d7AO, p. 99; Jensen, Kosmologze, p. 249; RB. C. 
Thompson, Zhe Devils and Evil Spirits of Babylonia, i. pp. liii. 7 

ZOKG nV Ie 25 Sec Lie ACA, Ts ppes24.15 7.9. Chere 1s =much 
mystery about the plant ; see Jensen, AB vi. 516. 

3 W.R. Smith, Rel. Sem.” pp. 133, 442; 2. Btb., ‘Serpent,’ $8 3, 4. 

4 See Eerdmans, Theol. Tijdschr. xxxix. (1905), p. 482. 
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I am aware that most scholars regard the story in 
Gen. iii. as a compact whole, but I cannot share this view. 
In vv. 1-7 (part), allowing for the later redaction, the original 
idea was that for a man to eat of the magic fruit would 
result (as the serpent rightly affirms) in such a heightening 
of the vitality as would render him ‘ageless and immortal.’ 
‘The divine Soma of the Hindus, the Haoma of the Parsis, 
and the wine of Bacchus had the same result..' We may 
also fitly compare the apples in the garden of the Hesperides, 
and those of Idhun in the Icelandic saga.” The passage 
has, I think, been cut down by later editors, one of whom 
inserted the description of the serpent as a ‘beast of the 
field’ (v. 1), and is perhaps responsible for vv. 7 (from ‘and 
they knew’) to 21, which imply a very different view of the 
tree. In this passage the tree is no longer that of life, but 
the producer of a special kind of knowledge—that of the 
difference of the sexes. ‘They became sensible that they 
were naked, and sewed fig-leaves together, and made them- 
selves aprons (girdles)’ The meaning is clear. The 
‘girdle’ or ‘apron’ (I cry a truce to archzology)* is the 
‘garment of shame, treading on which (according to a non- 
Biblical saying of Jesus)* will be a sign that there is neither 
male nor female in the coming age. 

It is therefore intelligible enough that so much stress is 
laid in v. 16 on the pains of parturition (contrast i. 28). 
And the question has excusably been raised whether vv. 1-7 
do not give us a veiled description of the first human 
physical union and its consequences. Among the advocates 
of this view are Trumbull,® Crawley,® and Whatham,’ who 
seek to interpret the narrative anthropologically. Crawley, 

1 Crawley, Zree of Life, p. 216. 

2 A. Wiinsche, Die Sagen vom Lebensbaum, etc. (1905), pp. 9-12, 
105 f.; Worcester, Genesis, etc. (1901), p. 208. 

3 I may, however, notice here that in 1696 the men of the Pelew 
Islands had a leaf-fibre garment round their loins, to which a piece of 
stuff was attached in front (Foreman, The Philippine Islands, p. 39, 
quoted by Foote, Zhe Ephod, p. 43). 

* See Clem. Alex., S¢vom. iii. 6, 45, and the Oxyrynchus fragments. 


° The Threshold Covenant (1896), pp. 238 f, 258 f 
6° MR (The Mystic Rose) and TL (The Tree of Life). 


’ ¢The Outward Form of the Original Sin,’ Amer. /. of Relig. 
Psychology, Aug. 1905. 
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ég., says (WR 382 f, TL 64), ‘There is an unmistak- 
able reference to sexual relations in the story, the serpent 
being the zoomorphic presentment of virility, which, as has 
been noticed, is a widely spread way of explaining certain 
sexual phenomena. ‘The common practice of giving and 
sharing food as a love-charm may be analogous to the story 
of Eve and the apple. The result, knowledge of good and 
evil, receives here a psychological parallel in the primitive 
theory of the union of the sexes.’ 

Whatham (p. 273) adopts Crawley’s phrase, ‘the demon 
lover, and holds that ‘the serpent’s act was prompted, not 
by ill-will either to Yahweh or to man, but in pursuance of 
its own selfish lust it became indifferently the enemy of 
both,’ and he quotes the statement of that great temple- 
builder, Nebuchadrezzar, about the ‘serpents that stood 
erect, which he set up on the threshold of the gates. He 
has also a new and somewhat strange interpretation of the 
divine curse on the serpent and his seed. As for the trees, 
they are, he thinks, symbolic of ‘conditions or states, and the 
fig-leaves are symbolic of sex. 

To most of this the answer is simple, viz. that the frame- 
work of the story being mythical, it is unnatural to spoil the 
myth by treating its details as symbolic or euphemistic. 
That the last editor misunderstood the capacities of the 
tree is willingly admitted. But that he extracted a new 
meaning from the rest of the passage must be denied. The 
serpent, to the editor, is as free from lustfulness as the erect 
(because semi-divine) serpents represented in bronze by 
Nebuchadrezzar. The fruit of the tree, according to him, 
was a real fruit; probably he thought of the dud@im of 
Gen. xxx. 14, which, as we know, were thought to have 
aphrodisiac qualities. It is a mistake to trace in Eve’s very 
natural action (v. 6, end) a reference to the primitive custom 
of offering food as a proposal of marriage ; it is, of course, 
in such a case the suitor who offers the food.’ Nor is it 
plausible to suppose that ‘knowing good and evil’ involves 
an allusion to the dangers of sexual taboo, because this does 
not suit the preceding words, ‘ye shall be as gods.” The 
phrase is, no doubt, a hard one. Perhaps textual criticism 


1 Crawley, RM, p. 378. 
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may presently assist us in dealing with it. As for the fig- 
leaves, what evidence is there that the Semitic peoples regarded 
them as symbols of sex?~ Trumbull’s reference to the two 
sacred fig-trees of a strange Indian ceremony is useless. 

Still it remains true that, according to the later editor, 
it was not God’s will that man and woman should beget 
children.1 How came this idea into his head? The lore of 
sexual taboo does not help us. The idea was produced by 
the highly archaic notion that God was jealous of his 
aspiring creature man (cp. ili. ‘22, vi. 3 2; xi. I-09); AN pGor 
and unworthy conception of the Deity, we are tempted to 
say. The Yahweh of the Paradise-story, and, not least, of 
the later insertions, is but a somewhat idealised man. True; 
but let us not forget the development that lies behind. How 
far removed Yahweh already is from the theriomorphic 
creators of an earlier stage! How well he understands 
human nature! An eagle-god, a raven-god, a lion-god 
would not have been fitted to judge the delinquents as 
Yahweh-Elohim judges them in iii. 9-19. 

I have spoken of the delinquents as if they were all 
human. Ido not forget the serpent. But is not the serpent, 
as here described, human in three respects—(1) its ration- 
ality, (2) its capacity of speech, and (3) its moral responsi- 
bility? Even the divine judgment (wv. 14 f) presupposes 
in the serpent something akin to humanity. The serpent- 
tribe and the man-tribe are indeed separate, but not wholly 
different, and they have a common consciousness of a 
primeval tragic event in which their ancestors had a share. 
This share, it is true, is probably misunderstood by the 
editor ; the original serpent had no ‘enmity’ to the original 
man. The phrase ‘eating dust, too, could be used of men 
as well as of serpents ; it is a figure for the deepest humilia- 
tion.” The woman and the man are also cursed, but the 


1 In the Book of Adam and Eve (translated by Malan), p. 12, God 
says, ‘I made thee of the light, and I wished to bring out children of 
light from thee, and like unto thee.’ The conception is that of luminous 
matter. Cp. 1 Cor, xv. 40, ‘celestial bodies.’ 

2 Am. Tablets, 122, 34-36, ‘that our foes may see it, and eat dust’; 
cp. Mic. vil. 17. Both quoted by Winckler, AOF i. 291. Cp. also 
‘Descent of Ishtar,’ 7 8, ‘where dust is their nourishment’ (said of 
Hades). 
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curse is mitigated. Reason cannot now be withdrawn from 
them, nor the solace of mutual help; they will also have a 
precious drink, which, though not quite ambrosial, neverthe- 
less supports man’s heart (Ps. civ. 15). True, all high-flying 
hopes are dispersed ; ‘dust thou art, and unto dust shalt 
thou return’ (v. 19 6); ‘thou takest away their breath, they 
die ; they turn again to dust’ (Ps. civ. 29). Observe, no 
reference is yet made to the vine (see v. 29, J). Observe, 
too, that death is not here represented as something alien to 
human nature. Gen. iii., therefore, is not a myth to account 
for the presence of death. Other peoples have had such 
myths, among which those of the Skidi Pawnee are con- 
spicuous for interest But if the Israelites had any such 
story, it has not come down to us. 

We now pass on to vv, 20-24. The textual difficulties 
require special treatment. Suffice it to note here that v. 20 
and v. 21 seem to be no longer in their original context. 
Vu, 22-24, however, connect fairly well with v. 7a. Certainty 
is unattainable, but it would be not unplausible to restore 
the original text thus, ‘And the eyes of them both were 
opened, and they knew all hidden things, and rejoiced. And 
Yahweh-Elohim said, Truly the man is become as one of 
us, and now lest he put forth his hand continually, and take 
of the tree, and live for ever, I will send him forth from the 
garden, to till the ground from whence he was taken. So 
he drove out the man, etc. Here the story ends. As we 
have seen (p. 79), it is very incomplete, and has been much 
manipulated. Surely the original first man was hurled 
down to Shedl, there perhaps to reign, like the Yama of 
the Rig Veda, who, though originally the sun, became 
the ‘first of mortals, and ruled the underworld, and who 
is identical with the royal hero of the golden age, the Yima 
of the Avesta. 

Let me now refer more particularly to the subject of 
‘Paradise’ The Book of Enoch, like Ezekiel, with sure 
insight, places Paradise on a supernatural mountain. There 
are, it says, seven mountains, each composed of some 
beautiful stone, and on the seventh is the throne of God, 
encircled with fragrant trees, and among them is the tree of 


1 See Dorsey, Traditions of the Skidi Pawnee (1904). 
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life (xviii. 6-8, xxiv.).1_ The seven mountains are evidently 
suggested by the seven planets, each of which was sym- 
bolised by a different metal or colour.? We see, therefore, 
that the Paradise-mountain, like ‘that great city, the holy 
Jerusalem’ (Rev. xxi. 10),? has come to earth from heaven. 
It was imagined as of stupendous size (cp. Isa. ii. 2= Mic. 
iv) 1, dezek. xl.2, Zech, xiv. ro; Rev. xxi: -10)'; originally, 
indeed, it was no other than the earth itself.‘ The Iranian 
belief was similar.” 

The same result follows from the traditions of the four 
streams of Paradise in Gen. ii., taken together with the phrase, 
applied again and again to Canaan, ‘ flowing with milk and 
honey’ (Ex. ii. 8, Num. xiii. 27, etc.). For this description 
of Canaan is evidently mythological, and refers to the belief 
in fountains and streams in the heavenly Paradise which 
flowed with honey and milk, oil and wine (see p. 41, and 
cp. 2 Esd. ii. 19, Slav. Enoch viii. 5, Vision of Paul, c. 23). 
In fact, the four streams originally flowed in heavenly earth,® 
and only when the mountain of the gods was transferred to 
our earth, would mythological geographers think of deciding 
what country, whether Havilah, or Cush, or Asshur, or 
Canaan, was watered by the life-giving streams. See, 
further, Z. Bzb., ‘Honey, § 1, note 3; Charles, Secrets of 
Enoch, p. 8; Usener, ‘Milch und Honig, Rheznisches 
Museum, N. F., \vii. 177-195 ; Zimmern, KAT, p. 526. 

There are, of course, many geographies of Paradise. 
Wonderland was well known to many peoples; it is enough 
to mention here the Iranians, the Polynesians, and the 
Aztecs. The Iranian tree of immortality, called Gaokerena, 
grew in the mythic sea Vuru-kasha. By drinking of its 


1 Cp. 2 Esd. ii, 19, ‘seven mighty mountains, whereupon there 
grow roses and lilies.’ 


2 See Zimmern, KAT, pp. 616 f 

3 The precious stones, of astral origin, are also mentioned in con- 
nexion with the new Jerusalem (Isa. liv. rr f, Rev. xxi. 19 f.). 

* It was the Babylonian ‘mountain of the lands,’ which meant origin- 
ally the earth, and afterwards also the earth within the heavens. Cp. 
Jastrow, RBA, p. 558; Jeremias, A740, pp. 11, 12, 28. 

5 The Zoroastrian books speak of a heavenly as well as an earthly 
mountain called Alburz (Bud. xx. 1, with West’s note). 

6 See above. It was also an Egyptian conception. 
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juice on the resurrection-day men would become immortal. 
The heavenly mountain bore the same name as the most 
famous earthly one, viz. Alburz (Bund. xx. 1); from it or 
from the earthly mountain the rivers of the earth descended. 
One of the Polynesian Paradises, invisible, but declared to 
be on a mountain of Raiatea, was called ‘the brilliant’ and 
‘the fragrant’; only the highest chiefs could go there! The 
Aztecs placed their (earthly) Paradise on a spot called Tula, 
about forty miles north of the present city of Mexico. Tula 
is now but a mean hamlet at the foot of the Serpent Mount, 
but once upon a time it was a splendid city, founded and 
governed by the god Quetzalcoatl (‘the feathered serpent’) 
himself. The crops of maize near it never failed. The 
people had perfect wisdom, and they were not subject to the 
attacks of disease. The end of this glory came about by a 
battle of the gods.” 

The Wonderland of the Hebrews was placed by them- 
selves first in Arabia, and then in Canaan. It may seem 
strange to ask where Canaan was. Certainly in Joel iv. 18 
the mountains and hills which are to flow with milk and 
sweet wine are presumably those of Palestine, and the 
‘(living) waters, the ‘wine and milk,’ spoken of in Isa. lv. 1, 
are destined for Zion’s children. But it is, at any rate, a 
possible view (see on x. 6) that Canaan, like Misrim, was 
originally in N. Arabia; and even if we suspend our 
judgment, yet we may reasonably suppose that the S. 
Palestinian Israelites derived their tales of the primeval 
world directly or indirectly from Arabia—a theory which 
does not preclude us from holding that Babylonian in- 
fluence had made itself strongly felt in these tales. It 
will be seen presently that Arabian origin is indelibly 
stamped on the story before us. It is not so much the 
description given of the serpent, as the account of the four 
streams (ii. 11-14), which leaves no reasonable doubt on this 
point. It is true, vv. 11-14 form no part of the original 
story, but if the interpolator understood Paradise to be in 
Arabia, we may be sure that the earlier writers concerned 
took the same view. Nor is it superfluous to refer once 

1 Waitz-Gerland, Anthropologie, vi. 299. 
2 Brinton, Essays of an Americanist, pp. 85-98. 
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more to Isa. xiv. 12, 13, where Helal ben Shahar (a cor- 
ruption of Yerahme’el ben Ashhur) is introduced aspiring to 
sit on the sacred mountain-in the recesses of Saphon. For 
Saphon, like Siphion (Gen. xlvi. 16) is a dialectal form of 
Sibe’on (Gen. xxxvi. 2), ze. Ishmael. As for the rivers and 
the trees, we may easily grant that in the world’s childhood 
mountain-districts which are now comparatively bare may 
have been covered with pleasant trees. What are now mere 
wadys may then have been rivers. This is postulated by 
Hommel for E. Arabia. For my own part, however, I 
would refer to the mythic geography of the Zoroastrian 
Bundahish, and lay no stress on such conjectures. 

The river of Paradise is, in fact, the ocean-stream which 
girdled the earth, and descended from the sky.' Cp. Vision 
of Paul, c. 21, ‘The beginning of its (ze. heaven’s) founda- 
tion was on the river which waters all the earth, And I 
asked the angel and said, Lord! what is this river of water ?’ 
And he said to me, This is Oceanus.’ Also the Book of 
Adam and Eve, translated from the Ethiopic by S. C. 
Malan, bk cr oj) On! the third day *God* planted the 
garden in the east of the earth, on the border of the world 
eastward, beyond which, towards the sunrising, one finds 
nothing but water, that encompasses the whole world, and 
reaches unto the border of heavens. That this stream 
parted into four, corresponding to the four quarters of the 
earth or heaven, may have been an early supposition.2 Cp. 
Hommel, Grundriss, p. 298, note 1, and &. Bzb., ‘ Paradise,’ 
§ 8-10; and see Peiser on an old Babylonian map of the 
world, ZA iv. 361-370; Barton, in Worcester’s Genes?s, 
App. I ; Sayce, Exp. Tzmes, Nov. 1900, pp. 68 f~ The map 
represents the world by means of a circle, with the Persian 
Gulf (Wdér marrdéiz) surrounding it. This gulf was, in fact, 
regarded ‘as a river which flowed from south to north in two 
different directions . . .. and as being the ocean-deep, was the 
source from which all the rivers of the earth were derived,’ 
‘Babylon, under its primitive name of Din-Tir, or rather 


1 So, already, Sayce, Academy, Oct. 7, 1882, p. 263. Cp. Slav. 
Enoch, c. 8 (Charles). 


2 Cp. the four angels of the Face in later Judaism; also the four 
Hades rivers of the Greeks. 
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Tir-Din, occupies a position near the centre or omphalos of 
the world’ (Sayce). We cannot, however, safely assume 
that Babylon was the omphadlos of the world to the Israelites, 
or dispense with the aid of a thorough textual criticism. 

Let us now pass on to textual matters. There seem 
to be many details in the narrative which have not yet been 
adequately examined. Let us begin with  w (’éd) in v. 6, 
and }1y (eden) in v. 8. Friedr. Del. explains tx as a Baby- 
lonian loan-word (edz, flood). Now if, with Haupt, we may 
read ‘wfon the earth, and, with Del.’ and others, take ‘eden 
(v. 8) as=Bab. edznu, ‘field, plain, desert, and, with the 
vast majority, take Perath and Hiddekel (v. 14) to be the 
Euphrates and the Tigris, it becomes very plausible to think 
of Mesopotamia as the home of the first narrators, and we 
may illustrate” by the second Babylonian creation-story 
(KB vi. 1, pp. 38 7), where it is said that there were no 
temples, no reeds, no trees, for ‘the lands were altogether 
sea, till Marduk came in his creative activity. 

But can these views of the text be accepted? First, as 
to Ts (only here, and in Job xxxvi. 27). Tradition is not 
certain, and the rendering ‘mist’ (see BDZ) is unsuitable. 
In Job, Zc, we must read yd (Houb. Haupt). Here, 
however, ‘stream’ is the best sense. Accept it, and v. 6 
becomes parallel to v. 10;° at first the earth was dry, but 
afterwards a stream broke forth (in Eden) which watered the 
whole neighbouring region, so that grass and trees could 
grow. The stream is evidently required at this point, for 
the production of man from moist earth, and for the planting 
of the trees. But how shall we get this sense? The true 
reading seems to be 77; read m5y tk. The reader must, 
however, not mind the trouble of revising his opinion as to 
sip, which probably nowhere means the Nile (see on xli. 1). 
Here (as in the original Joseph-story) it seems to mean one 
of the chief N. Arabian streams. Observe that the stream 
called in Dan. x. 4 Hiddekel—not the Tigris (see on v. 14) 


1 Paradies (1881), pp. 79 f-; cp. Hommel, Gr. p. 245, note 3. 

2 See £. Bzb., ‘Creation,’ § 20; ‘ Paradise,’ § 5. 

3 Holz. suggests that v. 6 may once have stood where wv. 10-14 
now stand; he would make two alterations in the text (see his note). 
But see Z. 470., ‘ Paradise,’ § 5. 
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—is called in xii. 5 nixw (see on xli.1). For the breaking 
forth of the stream from underground sources, cp. Job 
XXXviii. 8, 16. 

Next as to jpn yz. According to Del.’s theory (see 
above), this will mean ‘a garden (or, plantation of trees) in 
the desert, ze. an oasis. This scholar thinks’ that by Eden 
may be meant the part of Mesopotamia from Tekrit on the 
Tigris and “Ana on the Euphrates in a southerly direction 
to the Persian Gulf, and tells us that the nomad tribes which 
wandered in the pasture-country of that region were called 
by the Assyrians ‘people of the édzzu. This, however, 
together with all similar views, needs _ reconsideration. 
There are grounds for thinking that the bené ‘eden in 2 K. 
Kix. 12 (= Isa.-‘xxxviil., 12)pare a) N- Arabian peopleyand 
that in Am. i. 5 Beth-‘eden is an N. Arabian locality. 
Ezekiel’s Eden too (xxxi. 9, 16, 18) may very possibly have 
been in the N. Arabian land called Missor (see Crt. Bzb. on 
these passages, and for Ezekiel, cp. &. 62d., ‘ Paradise,’ § 3). 
Note also that in Ezra ii. 15 (cp. Neh. vii. 20) we find the 
bené ‘Adin (~y 122; cp. on ‘ Dinah, xxx. 21) mentioned 
among family names which suggest N. Arabian affinities. 
This being the case, there is good reason for regarding 
Eden here too as N. Arabian; and all the more when 
taking this view enables us to account for the ops 
appended to the above phrase. As the text stands, the 
word merely gives a vague geographical hint that Eden 
was somewhere to the east of the country of the writer. 
But is it credible that the writer could name the region of 
Eden, but not indicate its position? It so happens that 
D1pd occurs five times again in the early part of Genesis, 
and that in three out of the five passages (see on iii. 24, 
xi. 2, xiii. 11) it gives some trouble to the interpreter; also 
that op in the O.T. is frequently a corruption of opr, 
z.é@. OT, a shorter form of ‘Yerahme’el’ (see on xxv. 6). 
Supposing that there are elsewhere strong indications of a 
N. Arabian background of the narratives, we cannot avoid 
tracing underneath the improbable o py the highly suitable 


1 Paradies, p. 80. 
2 Such as Pahath-moab = Nephtdah-moab, Elam = Yerahme’el, Adoni- 
kam = Adon-Yarham, Ater = Ashtar, 
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word orm. The statement, therefore, is that ‘Yahweh 
Elohim planted a garden (or park) in Eden of Yerahme’el.’ 
To strengthen our position we must now look closely 
into the text of vv. 10-14. Certainly Perath looks like 
‘Euphrates, and the absence of any descriptive supplement 
suggests that it was, at any rate, the best known of the four 
streams. Hiddekel, as Sayce and Driver, Friedrich Delitzsch 
and Dillmann assert, must be the Tigris. And this being 
the case, ze. the Perath and the Hiddekel being known, we 
can (it is supposed) start from this fixed point in attempting 
to localise the Hebrew Paradise. On the other hand, let it 
be considered that while Perath may conceivably be the 
Euphrates, Hiddekel cannot possibly be the Tigris, (1) 
because it does not correspond sufficiently to the Bab. name 
Idiklat,’ and (2) because the descriptive supplement does not 
suit the course of that river.” As to the other two names of 
streams, no one can imagine for a moment that these names 
have receivedanapproximatelycertainexplanation. To borrow 
the words of Driver (Geneszs, p. 58), ‘they elude our grasp.’ 
An account of the different forms of the Babylonian 
theory will be found in Z. Bzb., ‘ Paradise,’ § 8. They all 
seem to presuppose that the geography of the writer was of 
the most ‘childish’ description. To accept any of them 
involves the assumption that, according to the narrator, the 
Euphrates and the Tigris come from the same principal 
stream, and that S. Arabia and Nubia are physically con- 
nected, the whole of the southern part of the earth being ‘a 
continuous territory stretching from utmost Nubia (Ethiopia) 
through S. Arabia to India.’* Surely we ought to hesitate 
before, without a sufficiently keen textual criticism, we impute 
such wild imaginations to the sober-minded Hebrew narrator. 
Textual criticism, then, must be called in. Only, it must 
be a methodical criticism, one that takes account of recurrent 
types of corruption, and in applying it we must not refuse 


1. See #. Bzb., ‘iddekel’ (Johns). Hommel (A/T, p. 315; cp. 
Aufsitze, iii. 1, p. 281) thinks that the first element in pin must be the 
Ar. hadd, t.e. wady. Cannot something better be produced ? 

2 The theory of Sayce and Gunkel is referred to later. 

3 So Winckler (Z. Bzb., ‘Sinai,’ § 7; KAT®, p. 137), followed by 
Gunkel (Geneszs”, p. 7). 
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to be guided by the only geographical theory which remains 
to be tried—the N. Arabian.’ Now it so happens that 
again and again in the O.T. (still, of course, assuming this 
theory to be in the main correct) we find yan» ‘four’ mis- 
written for my ‘ Arabia’ (see on vii. 4, xv. 13, xxiii. 2), and 
wen for rx (see on xlvi. 21). Accepting the correction 
suggested by these parallels, we get the statement that ‘a 
river proceeds from Eden to water the garden, and from 
thence it parts itself and belongs to Arabia of the Asshurites.’ 
If these two corrections (in v. 8 and v. 10) be accepted, we 
no longer have to assume that the creation and the deluge 
stories (for these certainly go together) have different 
affinities from the rest of the early legends. Also we are 
now relieved from the improbable and unintelligible phrase 
‘four heads.’? But is ‘Arabia of the Asshurites’ the only 
correction needed? Certainly not. Mm pwo (‘and from 
thence it parted’ or ‘spread’) is almost as improbable as 
Dw Tyan. Now it so happens that pw and own have 
often come from 5Sxynu (see eg. Hos. ii. 17, Isa. lii. 11), 
and that 3D» and ¥4N sometimes (see on x. 22, and on 
xvi. 12) represent an original ny; also that mm some- 
times represents sw—the xi which introduces glosses. I 
am, for my part, unaware of any explanation of this other- 
wise hopeless passage so defensible and therefore so probable 
as this, viz. that only the first half of the verse is genuine, 
the rest having been constructed by the redactor out of the 
two glosses—‘that is, Ishmael-‘arab, and ‘that is, with 
reference to Arab-aS$tirim.’ These glosses should of course 
go into the margin. They are not, however, to be despised, 
for they state emphatically that the garden of Eden is 
situated in Arabian Ishmael, otherwise called Arabia of the 
Asshurites. Where this lay exactly, we are not called upon 
to say ; ancient Arabian geography cannot be manufactured 
to order. Note, however, that ‘Asshurim’ occurs again 


1 For the main facts which underlie this theory, see Winckler, 
KAT", pp. 144 f, and Atbbert Journal, April 1904, pp. 571-590; 


Cheyne, &. Bzd., ii. (1902), cols. 3163 #.; Bible Problems (1904), 
pp. 164 7% 

2 It is not legitimate to render ows7 ‘beginnings of streams’ or (as 
Konig) ‘masses,’ and to paraphrase ‘arms.’ The right meaning 


‘sources’ being unsuitable here, the word must be corrupt. 
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in xxv. 3 and ‘Asshur’ in v. 11 (see note) as the name of 
a N. Arabian region. It should be the same district which 
is referred to in xiii. 10 (see note). 

Hommel’s view (Aufsdtze, p. 333) that the ndhar, or 
‘river, of v. 10 is the Bab. Vdr marrdtz, goes together with 
his location of the four ‘streams of Eden’ in E. Arabia, 
all of which, according to him, flowed into the (ancient) 
Persian Gulf? From our present point of view, however, 
there were, according to the earlier story, not four streams, 
but one, the exact position of which I will not attempt to 
determine. At the same time, I do not deny that the 
corruption ows ‘aN, ‘four heads, may have been helped 
by a floating belief that Paradise was watered by four 
streams—a belief which may indeed have been primitive. 

It is a consequence of the foregoing conclusion that 
vv. 11-14 are an interpolation. This passage implies the 
view that there were four streams of Paradise, which the 
interpolator endeavours to name. _ It is, however, a crux 
interpretum, and is manifestly corrupt. Can we, by a 
methodical criticism, approximately restore the original text ? 

With regard to the fourth name, it is not mecessarzly 
‘Euphrates’ (Bab. Purattu). A study of Jer. xiii. 1-7 
reveals the fact that there was a mp) much nearer to 
Jerusalem than the Euphrates. A N. Arabian stream may 
well have been called by this name, which can easily have 
arisen out of mpx.t| This view becomes more than a mere 
fancy when we find that it is applicable on a large scale,° 
by no means to the disadvantage of exegesis. Another 
name of the mp 17) (as it is generally called) seems to 
have been 5ya2x7 “WTI, or, as the underlying text may 

1 Ze. the modern Shatt el-Arab, ‘which, anciently, was much 
broader than it is now.’ Note that Schrader (KATZ, p. 423) and 
Sayce (Exp. Times, Nov. 1906, p. 72) venture to find mdr marrétz 
underlying the on of the MT. of Jer. Ll. 21. 


2 See Vier neue arab. Landschaftsnamen tm A.T. nebst einem 
Nachtrag, etc., in Aufsdtze und Abhandl. pp. 273-343, and cp. AAT, 
pp. 314 7- ° 

3 See p. 86. 

4 Ephrath or Ephrathah is the wife of Caleb and the mother of Hur 
or Ashhir (1 Chr. il. 19, 50). 

5 The single passage in which it is perhaps easiest to interpret mp» 
as ‘ Euphrates’ is Jer. li. 63. 
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perhaps have run, ty53 1m) (see on xv. 18, Dt. i. 7). . The 
third river, 5pan, is no doubt to be combined with mo>pt 
(x. 27), which name does not mean ‘a palm-tree’ (so eg. 
Hommel), but is a popular corruption of a compound name, 
viz. either ‘M7 mtx or ‘TY TIM (cp. xxv. 15). So too is 
Span. A similar form is ram (Zech. ix. 1). Hiddekel is 
here said to flow wr moqp, ‘east of Asshur. But this 
does not suit the Tigris. Winckler therefore (A OF, 3rd ser., 
ii. 314) boldly explains ‘south, while Gunkel thinks the 
Hebrew writer may have known of the city called Ashur, 
which was the earliest capital of Assyria, and lay west of 
the Tigris. Attempts to get over mo tp having proved a 
failure, we must apply the Arabian key. If ‘Asshur’ is 
the name of an Arabian region not far from ‘ Misrim’ (see 
on Josh. xiii. 3), the statement in ii. 14a@ may possibly 
enough be correct. On Hiddekel, see, further, on xli. 1, and 
on the Arabian ‘ Asshur, p. 23, and on x. 22. 

The second river-name (jm) is not so easily explained. 
The latest guess—that it means the Leontes—is a curiosity.” 
We know, however, of a son of Gad named 2am (xlvi. 16); 
the name is coupled with pry, ze. pyr, a form of Sxyow. 
Probably pm. should be ywan; the stream may have 
bounded the territory of Gad in the Sibe‘onite border-land. 
Cp. also 039, 7am, mam. Remember that the writer “ad to 
produce four names. A geographical gloss is appended— 
‘that is it which encircles the whole land of Ktish ’—again a 
N. Arabian region * (see on ‘ Kiish,’ x. 6). The first name 
(wD) is to be similarly explained ;* transpose letters and 
read Dw. =jpw, the name of a son of Shashak, z.e. Ashhur 
(IoChr. vill. 22), Like spony (Num. cextiisio, Jude. ven 
etc.), Dw is a corruption of jm (cp. TIIw, NII) =jow = 
Sxvnwm.> The gloss is, ‘that is it which encircles the whole 


Lesee 2. 8705, col. 3573; notents 

2 Van Doorninck (7%. 7., May 1905, p. 236). The Pishon becomes 
the Leontes. Havilah and Kish are substitutes for unknown or less 
familiar names. 

3 The Babylonian Kash (Schrader, Sayce, Ed. Meyer ?) is certainly 
not intended. Cp. &. Bzd., ‘Cush.’ 

* The current explanations of Pishon, not excluding Paul Haupt’s 
(see £. Bzd., ‘ Paradise,’ § 8; ‘Pishon’), are extremely improbable. 

5 Cp. pas (Isa, xiv. 13, Jer. i. 14, etc) =pyas = depow. 
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land of ha-Havilah. Now Havilah (elsewhere without the 
article, and so Sam. here) is certainly a popular corruption 
of Hamilah, ze. Yerahme’el (see on x. 7). 

Then follows in MT. and @ a notice of the presence in 
that land of gold, and of dedédlak and the shdham-stone, and 
between the references to gold and to the other two products 
there is a naively enthusiastic statement that ‘the gold of 
that land is good.” These notices are unique in this little 
section; the definition of a land by its natural products 
rather than by its geographical position, or by. the other 
names given to it, or by places within it, is surprising. 
Besides this, to refer, in illustration, to dedolah and the 
shoham-stone is to carry darkness where once it was, com- 
paratively speaking, light. ‘ Havilah’ was apparently a 
well-known region (see xxv. 18, I S. xv. 7, and cp. Gen. 
x. 7, 29; there is no occasion to suppose two ‘ Havilahs’ to 
be referred to here); the vague statement ‘where there is 
gold, etc., is, on this ground, too, highly improbable. Con- 
sequently there is the strongest reason for criticising the 
text. First as to the clause containing nmoqa and onw 
(om jax).. The former word occurs again only in Num. 
xi. 7, where it is corrupt ; the latter occurs again and again 
as the name of a much-esteemed precious stone. There is 
no reason, however, why omw, not less than m572, should 
not be a corruption of an ethnic or place-name, for precious 
stones were not unfrequently named with reference to the 
country where they were abundant.” In 1 Chr. xxiv. 27 it 
certainly is a corrupt ethnic, as the names close by onw 
show; cp. owan from oma (see on Ex. xiii. 18). We 
may assume that here too it is so, ze. that ‘tm =rmwns, ze. 
Aram-Ashhur. 571 now reveals its secret. It represents 
Sxorm ny, and is || to 5ptm (see above) and to apta (2 K. 
ix. 25)=o0p7 any, ‘Rekemite (Yerahme’elite) Arabia. jax 
also needs correction. In xlix. 24 the word comes from “ap ; 


ep. H. Bw. “Onyx, § Topaz, Gold’ § 12. Peiser (ZATW, 
1897, pp. 347 f) identifies nb12 with Bab. d2d-/-¢, in Babylonian contracts 
for a minor product of Babylonian husbandry—some kind of spice. 
(nbn he takes to be a portion of Babylonia surrounded by the river pw). 
G. B. Gray adopts this for Num. xi. 7, but unsuitably. 

2 Thus wwrn jax =X jay; OW = ow ; W97D—o99 (‘on). 
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here, from any. Thus we get for v. 126 (reserving ow), 
‘ow any ‘orm ny, two readings combined. Next, as to the 
two clauses respecting the gold. am is one of a group of 
words (including x1w, NYY, ON, Ova, Pyay) which are 
ultimately traceable to Seva; see on xxxvi. 39, Dt. i. 1. 
‘Where there is gold, etc, being unsatisfactory, we must, it 
would seem, take amt as a corruption of max (=/nw); 
am] represents a dittograph. Lastly, to complete a 
successful restoration, ow 7Wx must be corrected into 7) 
Gxyow, ow into ‘ow (cp. on v. 32), and 2w into ‘ayn, ze. 
Sain (see on Judg. xi. 3). The whole passage after m>yn 
now becomes [Sxvaw] San sw pram [maz] Sxvow rx, 
[Sxvow 2] Seon any, ‘ Asshur-Ishmael [Sobah]; now 
that land is Tubal [Ishmael], Arabia of Ishmael.’ Glosses 
and sub-glosses on the interesting name ‘ Havilah.’ 

Now as to the trees in the garden. All the trees of 
Eden were glorious (Ezek. xxxi. 8, 9, 16, 18), but the most 
fragrant were those around the throne of Elohim (Enoch 
xxiv. 2, 3), and of these the chief was the tree of life (Enoch 
xxv. 3-5, Slav. Enoch viii. 3), or of wisdom (Enoch xxxii. 3). 
That there were two magic trees, we have seen to be im- 
probable. The tree of life is also the tree of knowledge or 
wisdom (p. 76); perfect knowledge would of course enable 
a man to escape death.’ Let us take the chief passages in 
order. 

(a) ii. 9. ‘And Yahweh-Elohim made to spring out of 
the ground every tree, etc., and the tree of life in the midst 
of the garden, and the tree of the knowledge of good and 
evil’ The phrase yt) Ww MyTT py is extremely obscure ;” as 
Kautzsch and Socin remark, ‘ the closing words of v. 9 drag,’ 
The explanation seems to be that nyt py is a gloss on py 
own, derived from a second form of the Paradise-story, while 
pn nw is probably corrupted from prxnq aaawa, ‘on the 
navel tof the carthy (cp. -hzek Mxcxxviliem 2s gs Jubilees 
Vill. 12, 10, Eth. Enoch xxvi. <1). The mountain or 
Paradise (like Parnassus, Pind. Pyth. iv. 74) had for one of 


1 Cp. the Hebrew story of Enoch ; Adapa (Adamu ?) is different. 

2 One would gladly think (with Jastrow, RBA, p. 553, note) that 
“sood and evil’ meant ‘everything,’ or perhaps ‘the secrets of heaven 
and earth.’ But the phrases in xxiv. 50, xxxi. 24 are not parallel. 
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its names ‘earth’s navel. Probably the words poxn 21n2 
are the original reading, for which the plainer phrase J>n2 
jx was substituted when the myth was _ reconstructed 
without reference to a mountain. In passing, let it be 
noticed that the original myth which underlies Ezek. 
XXxXvili. # must have referred to an attack by some hostile 
power (Tiamat?) on the Divine Beings on the mountain of 
Paradise (‘earth’s navel’). Ezekiel (if it be Ezekiel) altered 
this. The sacred mountain became Mount Zion or Jeru- 
salem ; its inhabitants became the Jews; its assailants the 
typical foes of Israel—the N. Arabian peoples,’ 

(0) ii. 17. How strange that the hidden virtue of the 
tree (as communicating a special kind of knowledge) should 
be already mentioned! Contrast iii. 3. Budde suggests 
that ‘when the second tree was introduced, the [supposed] 
proper name of the tree had to be substituted for the 
porace) “the= tree in (the midst vof the earden’’’? ~Q@ur 
explanation (see above) is fuller. The original myth had, 
‘but of the tree on the Navel of the Earth thou shalt not 
eat. When the corruption had taken place, the redactor, to 
make sense, inserted ny 7. 

(¢) ili. 5, ‘As soon as ye eat of it, your eyes will be 
opened, and ye will be as Elohim, knowing good and evil. 
yn nw wt is redactional. The godlikeness promised in 
the original story was partly a strange heightening of the 
vitality, partly a knowledge of secrets. Cp. Eth. Enoch 
Bxcvs 50,0 by ats fruitiliteiwilli be given to the elect’) . the 
fragrance thereof will be in their limbs’; and xxxii. 3, ‘the 
tree of wisdom which imparts great wisdom to those who 
eat of it.’ 

(Z) (e) iii. 7, iii. 22a. It was not in ‘knowing good 
and evil, nor in ‘knowing that they were naked’ (the 
sexual distinction), that the first men became like Elohim. 
yp nw nyt is redactional. See above (c). 

(f) iii. 22 6, 23a. The redactor is responsible for the 
insertion of 03. According to the original text the Deity 
feared that man might go on constantly taking of the fruit 


1 Following, with important modifications, Winckler, AOF ii. 163 /; 
Gressmann, /schatol. pp. 183 77 
2 Die Bibl. Urgesch. p. 50. So Toy, JBL x. (1891), p. 12. 
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of the tree of life, and so live for ever. Read probably’ 
mm yT7dex od5v5 om Sos pyta npdr rp ny nowy 
See p. 76 (foot). 

Two more subjects, seldom treated, but surely not 
unimportant, still remain—the names of the first man and 
his wife, and the name of God. What, then, is the name of 
the first man? 

The Yahwist, as the text now stands, generally calls 
him ota. In ii. 20, ili, 17, 21, however, we find pI, 
and in iv. 25 oN, as if OTN were a proper name.” In fact, 
if the first woman had an individualising name, how can 
the first man have been without one? It would seem to 
follow that otNT must have displaced some other word, 
which stood in the original text as the name of the first 
man, and many parallels suggest that by some slight 
modification of DINT we can recover that name. Now the 
more we look into this and the accompanying narratives, 
the more clearly we see their Yerahme’elite or Arabian 
origin. Can we hesitate any longer as to the first man’s 
name? It was not Adapa (Zimmern, Winckler), or perhaps 
(see Sayce, Hap. Tzmes, June 1906, p. 416) Adamu, though 
this wise son of a wiser divine father (Ea) is certainly 
analogous to the first man of the Hebrews, but a name 
which indicated the race of which he was to be the pro- 
genitor. In short, it was probably either oy7" or DN (cp. 
on on, Josh. ili. 16, Hos. vi. 7), which of course will imply 
that the earliest race of men were either the Edomites or 
the Aramites.’ In illustration of this it may be mentioned 
that in Ezek. xxviii. 3 Sxa27 (like paw and ji»4) most 
probably comes from 5x5, ze. Senor, and in Isa. xiv. 12 
snowy 55 from ITN] Sxorm, both, as the contexts 
show, names of the first man. We may also refer to what 
has been said already on the wisdom of the Yerahme'’elites, 


1 Such a word as ny might easily be inserted or omitted, according 
to the redactor’s convenience. Cp. iv. 25, where ny (omitted by @) is 
generally admitted to be redactional. 

2 Cp. Schrader, Stud. zur Krit. u. Erklir. der Bibl. Urgesch. 
(1863), p. 124. 

3 Cp. Num. xxiv. 20, ‘Amalek (= Yerahme’el) was the first of the 
nations.’ This is a common form of racial self-esteem. The Egyptians 
called themselves 7dmez¢, z.e. ‘men.’ 
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and on the Yerahme’elite elements in the earliest wisdom- 
Micrature (Prov. “xX. 91, XXX. 1, Xxxi. 1; underlying text), 
For a fuller form of the first man’s name see perhaps 
iil, 24 (note). 

Now as to the name of the first woman. ‘This one 
this time is bone of my bone and flesh of my flesh; this 
one shall be called Isshah, for from Ish! has she been taken.’ 
So runs the text of ii. 23, but how improbably! Take first 
Dyfi msi. Surely mnt cannot be taken adverbially = 
‘now.? oypi (‘this time’) is an interpolation consequent 
on the insertion of vv. 19, 20, which interrupt the connexion.* 
Omit it, and mx can have its natural meaning ‘this one.’ 
Then take the pronouncement that ‘this one shall be called 
Isshah, etc. What an insipid remark!* To deal with it 
successfully we must first explain the apparently superfluous 
word mxi at the end. The word is plainly corrupt; does 
the doctrine of recurrent types of corruption help us? 
Surely it does. Why may not this troublesome mnt, like 
mw in ix. 21 (see note), have come from amwr? Why, 
too, may not wrx have come from wr? It will be 
remembered that ‘Asshur, ‘Ashhur, and ‘Ashtar’ are 
different forms of the same Arabian name (see pp. 23, 70). 
Thus the latter part of the pronouncement becomes, ‘ for 
out of Ashhur has she been taken,’ with a gloss ‘ Ashtar,’ 

But before proceeding further, we must consider the text 
of the parallel passage (for such it really is), iii, 20. The 
text, rendered literally, runs thus, ‘And the man called his 
wife Hawwah, for she has become the mother of all living.’ 
That mn and s1-5> are not right, should be clear. (a) Let 
us begin with myn. According to most, this is an archaistic 
survival of a formation from ,/mm (Phen. xi= Heb. 
mm). Scholars then proceed to compare the mn inferred 
from the plural form mim in Num. xxxii. 41, etc. ‘tent- 


1 6, Sam., Onk. read mex», a poor makeshift. 

2 Stade, ZATW, 1897, pp. 210-212. 

3 Yan Doorninck, 7h. Tijdschr. 1905, pp. 231 f. Observe that 
the close of v. 20 awkwardly brings us back to the point reached at 
the end of v. 18 

4 Van Doorninck, 7h. Tijdschr. 1905, pp. 231 f. 

5 E.g. Schréder, Die Phon. Spr. p. 18; Cooke, Morih Sem. Inscr. 
Pp. 135. 
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villages(?), or ‘tents of a clan or kindred, * and to explain 
the name 7am as kinship personified (see 0). Noldeke, Ed. 
Meyer, and Wellh., however, have revived the old interpre- 
tation of Clem. Alex. (also OS 164, 64, and Ber. rabba, 
par. xx.), ddus; cp. Aram. nym, Ar. Layyat, ‘serpent’* If 
tradition had given us a serpent-creator, this might be just 
plausible ; but the greatest of the serpents is the enemy of 
God and man. 

(o) Next, as to 1-5). Robertson Smith, after Néldeke, 
supposes that Hawwah was so called ‘because she was the 
mother of every ‘ayy (female kinship group)’ The 
objection is twofold. (1) In these primitive stories the first 
man and woman are simply tribal ancestors. And (2) in 
a passage (I Sam. xviii. 18) in which the same meaning 
‘clan’ is given to°nm (in »m [Wellh., Driv.]; MT., »m), we can 
hardly acquit Noldeke, Wellhausen, and Driver of hastiness. 
For where is there any parallel for this sense in a plain 
sentence? Gen. iii. 20 cannot safely be adduced, for it has 
suspicious features. The probability is that just as O™N 
repeatedly represents Oy, so 11 in Gen. and ~min 1 S. 
are corrupt fragments of yw. Then, as to 5) on; 
‘mother of all Ashhur’ is possible, but not very probable. 
In Ps. xliv. 12 S xv is a corruption of Ssam: so too, in 
2 S. xi. 1, owndy has come from odSxom>. Now we 
know that Ashhur-Yerahme’el or Yerahme’el-Ashhur often 
occurs as the name of a region of N. Arabia with which the 
Israelites had close relations. What reading, then, is so 
natural as this, tmwe Seon OX TMT NW OD, ‘for she 
has become the mother of Yerahme’el-Ashhur’; ze. ox 
represents both ox, ‘mother,’ and the first two letters of 
Sonn = Sear? 

Thus it is probable that mx» in ii. 23 should be corrected 
into NWR (= 7Nwx), and equally so that not only myn in 
iii, 20, but TWN in ii. 23, should be 7mtix. The two 
passages—ii. 23 and iii. 20—will now run thus, ‘And 


1 See Moore, Judges, p. 275. 
2 Cooke, p. 135, compares Hawwath, the name of a Punic goddess 
of the underworld. See above, p. 53. . Ed. Meyer (Die Israelit. p. 427, 


1), following B. Luther, makes ‘ Leah’ the name of a serpent-demon (cp. 
on xxix. 16). 


PARADISE (GEN. U. 46-111. 24) 99 


Aram said, This one is bone of my bones, and flesh of my 
flesh ; this one shall be called Ashhirah, for out of Ashhur ? 
has she been taken’; and, ‘And Aram called his wife’s 
name Ashhirah, for she has become the mother of [the race 
of] Yerahme’el-Ashhur.” The two notices appear to have 
been taken from different versions of the old story. 

Lastly, the important question arises, What was the 
name of the divine Creator, according to the original form 
of the Paradise-story? As the text stands it was Vahweh 
Elohim (at>s mm). We should rather have expected 
‘Yahweh’ alone. The combination occurs throughout 
the section ii. 4 d-ili. (note, however, iii. 14, 3, 5 a, where 
pistohim occurs alone yialsovin (Extix230, “2S; vil, 22) 
Ear xX eto. IXKXIV. 12) Jon. ive 6, it Chr. vit “ros sand 
according to @ in passages in Gen. iv.-x. and especially in 
Ezek. xl-xlviii? onSxm % occurs in 1 S. vi. 20, 1 Chr. 
Tomine tas) Chi exxvi.l (98 axe 16. Budde has 
endeavoured to show that the combination '5 '% in the 
Paradise-story is due to the redactor, who combined two 
Yahwistic strata, in one of which the name of God was 
Yahweh, in the other Elohim, a view which Gunkel (p. 4) 
accepts, and Cormnill,* who, in Ezek. xl. ff, follows @ in 
reading ’5x %, regards this reading as a confirmation of 
Budde’s view. But may we not—must we not demand 
that a theory should be devised which will explain the 
phrase everywhere, for instance in Ex. ix. 30 and Jon. iv. 6? 
Must we not hold that ‘ Elohim’ when attached to ‘ Yahweh’ 
is a corruption of, or a substitute for, some recognised divine 
name? Prof. Barton® comes very near this view when he 
says that ‘ Yahweh’ and ‘ Elohim’ were different tribal names 


1 Ze. out of Ashhur-Aram, or Ashhur-Yerahme’el. This was the 
fuller name of the first man (see on iii. 24). 

2 Sievers (p. 171) holds, on metrical grounds, that in chap. i. the 
name of God was originally, not Elohim, but a compound name, 
aualogous to the Yahweh-Elohim of chaps. ii. and 111. 4 e 

3 Die Bibl. Urgescth. pp. 232-235. $ 

4 Ezechiel, pp. 174 f. According to Cornill, the eek Ezekiel 
wished to indicate by the adoption of the compound name of God that 
his vision of the new Jerusalem was parallel to the story of the lost 
Paradise. 

oT BL, x%n (L902) P23. 
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of the Deity, and compares Melek-Ashtart, a combination 
of the names of two deities of kindred origin. Elohim, 
however, is not a mame of any special god, but a generic 
term for ‘god.’ And the new suggestion here made is this, 
that ove is, in many passages (eg. iii. 1 4, etc., iv. 25), a sub- 
stitute for 5xarm, suggested in the first instance by corruptly 
written forms of that name. ‘Yahweh-Elohim’ therefore, it 
may be held,has come from‘ Yahweh-Yerahme’el,’ a compound 
name like Ashtar-Kemésh, Melek-Ashtart, etc. At some 
undeterminable point of the pre-exilic period this compound 
name gave offence, and the second element in it was changed 
into ‘Elohim.’ But for us the old phrase is more interest- 
ing than the new. It records the fact that, though the 
Israelites retained ‘Yerahme’el’ as a divine name, they 
subordinated this god to the greater god Yahweh! 

We can now throw some light on a phrase (iii. 8) by 
which one of the keenest of literary critics” confesses himself 
baffled :—‘ And they heard the sound of Yahweh-Elohim 
(-Yerahme’el) walking in the garden aya m5, at the wind 
of the day, or (as Schultens)* ‘at the breathing-time of the 
day.” But why not my mand? Indeed, why refer to the 
evening at all (cp. 2 S. v. 24)? Considering what has been 
said on owbx nm in i. 2 6, may we not hold that ay mid 
has come from obs Syn (cp. on 5x qrbn, xxi. 17), 
which is a possible variant to owbx mm? ‘They heard 
the sound of Yahweh-Elohim (or, Yerahme’el- Elohim) 
taking his walk in the garden.’ 

The last problems are those of iii. 24, which runs in 
MT., ‘and he stationed eastward of the garden of Eden the 
cherubim, and the flame of the whirling sword, to guard 
the way to the tree of life’ From this we might infer that 
one tradition placed Paradise in the far west (cp. iv. 16). 
So, in fact, Gunkel thinks, adding that the MT. of ii. 8 
places it in the east. If, however, we admit that O1po in 
ii. 8 has come from opi* (‘Eden of Rekem’), we shall 


1 Originally, as stated elsewhere, Yahtii (whence Yahweh) was a 
formation of Yahu, ze. Yarhu (Yarham, Yerahme’el). 

2 Van Doorninck, 7h. 7., May 1905, p. 227. 

3 Liber Jobi (1737), i. 189, ‘Nempe ad vesperam dies quasi 
suspirat.’ 4 apy = ony = denny, 
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see the choice before us. We may either (1) follow @ 
(see Ball, and Ges.", p. 8424), making yn» (oTNT) the 
object of jw, and inserting pip (@ «al éra€e) before ‘>-mx, 
or (2) pronounce @ to be arbitrary, and read, for jw 
DTpPh, OP 1 awe (Ashhur-Rekem), a correcting gloss on DINT, 
giving the name of the first man as Ashhur-Rekem (Ashhur- 
Yarham). In either case we should insert nw as the verb 
of which ‘9-nx is the object. Thus we get, ‘And he drove 
out the man [Ashhur-Rekem], and appointed for the garden 
of Eden the cherubim,’ etc. 

It is singular that the narrative should give us two 
guardians of the sacred road—the cherubim and the flame 
of the whirling sword (so there were two traditions)—and 
that it should not be stated to whom the sword belongs. 
The cherubim are at once the throne-bearers and the 
guardians of the sanctuary in Hebrew mythology. The 
sword is Yahweh-Yerahme’el’s sword, which, as Isa. xxxiv. 5 
shows, has an inherent vitality, and can ‘come down on the 
people banned by’ the great: God. It is not necessary, 
therefore, to question 39m (with Winckler, AOF, 3rd ser. 
iii. 392). The sword corresponds to Marduk’s weapon 
called mulmul* (javelin). In Josh. v. 13 f it is in the 
hand of the divine Captain, ze. doubtless Yerahme’el (= 
Mal’ak Yahweh). It is, in fact, the lightning. As to the 
‘cherubim’ a further statement seems necessary, though a 
complete discussion here of the Biblical passages is impos- 
sible? In Ps. xviii. 10 we find a ‘cherub’ parallel to the 
‘wings of the wind.’ Probably there was an early conception 
of the cherub as a bird. It may well have been suggested 
by a still more archaic view that the chief Divine Being, 
from whom came creation and from whom come _ those 
storms which seem like acted prophecies of a future new 
creation, was himself a mighty bird. Mythological analogies 
abound ; see p. g, and note further that the Sioux Indians 
suppose thunder to be the flapping of the cloud-bird’s wiv gs. 
Ezekiel’s cherubim are probably in part his own inven- 
tion. But we can well believe that the bird-cherubim were 
followed or accompanied by more elaborate composite forms, 


1 Jensen, Kosmologie, p. 332. 
2 See E. Brb., and #. Brit., ‘Cherubim.’ 
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analogous to the winged figures of bulls and lions with 
human faces which guarded Babylonian and Assyrian 
temples and palaces. As to the xame, it is remarkable 
that one of the deities of the land of Ya’di in N. Syria is 
called 5yaon,! ze. possibly Rekiibel,? which seems to be, 
like other names, of Arabian origin. Comparing the 297) 
in» Ezra titesiog the i995. in) Ezek and the asin 
xX. I5, etc, we may probably interpret hak-kertbim ‘the 
Yerahme’els,’ z.e. the animals representing Yerahmeel. It 
is a slight confirmation of this that in Enoch xxiv. Michael 
(the deputy of Yahweh, and the successor of the ancient 
Yerahme’el) is stated to be in charge of the tree of life ;* 
in Ps. civ. 3, however, the psalmist apparently interprets 
ayn as meaning ‘chariot (of God). For the application of 
the divine name to the symbol of the god, we may compare 
Oo™mwx, underlying the omy (see p. 24), and perhaps the 
colossal lions called nergalli, representing some Babylonian 
deity, perhaps Nergal. Such lion-forms might well be 
imagined as guarding the sacred road. Cp. Ezek. xli. 18 f 
(1 K. vi. 29), where it is said that ‘every cherub had two 
faces’ (of a man and of a lion), and that cherubs and palm- 
trees were combined (the palm-tree may be the tree of life). 
Strictly speaking, kervaib (cherub) should be rekzib, which is 
a shortened form of rekibel#* 


toee Cooke,. /V. Sem. drsce NO. OF, 25 62.22 563 05. 1Cpmgne 
Sab. name >x273, Kittel, Kondge, p. 52. 

2 Most explain ‘chariot of God’ or ‘charioteer of God’; but this 
may be questioned. 

3 It is true that in Enoch xx. 7 (and in the Gizeh Gk.) Gabriel is 
spoken of as ‘over Paradise and the serpents and the cherubim’; but 
Gabriel is only a double of Michael (see £xfosztor, April 1906, pp. 
295, 297). I see no reason to think (with Bousset, Rel. des Jud.”, 
p. 378) that Gabriel was originally the highest angel, but had to yield 
the first place to Michael. Michael and Gabriel are both names of the 
‘degraded’ god Yerahme’el, and the personage referred to, or his ‘son,’ 
was probably the ‘ Man’ of Jewish eschatology. 

4 That 12 is= 5x29 appears from the name of the son of Panammu, 
viz. Bar-rekttb, who speaks in his inscription of ‘my lord Rekibel’ 


(lines 5-7). 
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THE brothers Kain and Abel (Hebel); the latter slain. 
As Stade (ZATW, 1894, p. 282) has pointed out, vv. I, 2, 
and 1646 are redactional, ze. they were inserted to connect 
the story of Kain and Hebel with that of Paradise. He also 
thinks that the former story has no connexion with the 
genealogy of the Kainites. This may be granted, though 
the Kain of the story is just as much the eponym of the 
Kenites as the Kain of vv. 17-24. Itis plausible to explain 
Kain ‘artificer, and to regard it as the translation of a 
title of the divine demiurge, derived ultimately from Baby- 
lonia (EZ. Bzb., ‘Cain, § 1; ‘Cainites, § 5). Our principle 
of grouping similar names leads us, however, to suppose 
that pp (cp. Josh. xv. 57) and j7p (v. g) must, equally with 
Tn, be connected with joy, pay, and jyns, all of which 
appear to be in their origin N. Arabian. That pp is 
specially N. Arabian appears also from the compound 
name Tubal-kain (v. 22), ze. Ethbaal-kain (see on x. 2); 
for ‘Ethbaal’ is certainly a corrupt form of Ishmael. 

Next, as to Abel (Hebel). The mother surely said 
something at his birth which has been lost. It may be 
presumed that she interpreted the name Hebel ‘a breath, 
vanity. But what, the critic asks, is the true meaning? 
Close to Tubal-kain (wv. 20-22) we find the names Yabal 
and Yibal—both cognates of Hebel. Evidently all these 
names are N. Arabian. We must therefore reject Jo .or- 
mant’s plausible connexion of ban with Ass. ablu, aplu, 
‘son, as well as the other connexion proposed in £. B26., 
‘ Abel, supported though it is by Hommel (Ass. 2d7/u, ‘ram, 
camel, ass’). The element 52 in Hebrew names so often 
represents 5nn, a fragment of Seorm or Seva (eg. in 

103 
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Sav, Sax, Sawn), that we can hardly avoid tracing San 
(Sar), as well as Sy and Say, to Sear.) It is a contest 
between two Yerahme’elite or Arabian tribes, one nomadic, 
the other with a fixed abode, of which the legend in its 
original form appears to have spoken. The Hebel tribe 
had to pay tribute to the Kain tribe,? in order to be freed 
from such raids as are described in Judg. vi. 3-5. The 
tribute apparently was in arrears; a struggle naturally 
ensued, and Hebel perished. In the present form of the 
legend, the statement respecting Kain’s original mode of 
life (‘a tiller of the ground, v. 2), and all that hangs 
together with it, is incorrect. 

It now becomes possible to explain MANN Wx MIP 
inv. 1. Not by reading mpyd for nx, though it is psycho- 
logically probable that ‘Eve’ congratulated herself on 
having ‘created’ a man. So too Erbt, who inserts snp), 
‘and have stirred up to jealousy’ (Urgesch. pp. 9, 19). 
Mim MR wr (Marti, Zeydner) is surely impossible. The 
probability is that here, as elsewhere, 77 has sprung from 
Try (Ze. Senor). In v. 2 we find San-ny; ‘Mo-nx may 
be a marginal gloss upon this. 

Why the offerings of the two brothers were regarded 
differently by Yahweh does not appear. We should have 
expected that Kain’s would be accepted, and Abel’s refused, 
for surely in the olden times God had more pleasure in the 
fruits of the field than in bloody sacrifices.2 Has the 
original legend been altered in deference to later beliefs? 
Probably, and in any case the text of vv. 6-8 is open to 
much suspicion. My friend Prof. Driver admits this for 
v. 7, though he thinks that the text may be so interpreted 
as to convey ‘a profound psychological truth—the danger, 
viz., of harbouring a sullen and unreasoning discontent.’ 
To avoid ascribing such psychological reasoning to an 
early narrator, I have tried to feel my way towards an 


1 Winckler (Avz.-sem.-or. pp. 110 7.) suggests that Heb. Aebel and 
Ar. Hobal (divine name) may be identical. Does this give a clue to 
the origin of Hobal? 

2 The Kain tribe is not a tribe of smiths as Eerdmans (7%. Tijdschr. 
xl. 231) supposes. Cp. on Tubal-kain, vw. 22. 

8 See ai xxsin 358: 
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earlier text’ (see Exp. Times, vol. x., July 1899; E. Bib, 
‘Cain, § 2). Independently, Prof. Gunkel agrees with me 
so far as to read nym for my and Spn for [n]nad. But 
though the text is hardly quite original, it is not clear 
that it need be altered, provided that v. 7 is regarded as a 
late interpolation. It has been overlooked that x57 is one 
of the usual introductory formule of glosses (C7. Bzb., 
p- 474). V.6 and v. 8 then come to stand together, and 
of course the opening of v. 8 needs to be corrected. Prob- 
ably for 7 we should read ‘Mx, and make the clause run 
thus, ‘ And Kain said, Because of my brother Abel.’ Some 
answer of Kain to the divine questioner is certainly needed. 
The ) now attached to "7x seems a dittograph. 

The ‘sign’ appointed to Kain seems clear enough; we 
can hardly, with Driver, call it ‘idle to speculate’* As 
W. R. Smith says, ‘Can this be anything else than the 
Savt or tribal mark which every man bore on his person, 
and without which the ancient form of blood-feud.. . 
could hardly have been worked?’* This also illustrates 
isa xiv. 5) bLzek: ix. 4, and ‘Zech. xiii. 6, where tattooed 
sacred marks of Yahweh-Yerahme’el appear to be meant. 
See Stade, ‘Das Kainzeichen, ZATW, 1894, pp. 250-318 ; 
ma. reo. 1. AZ, and cp. Jensen's note, KB vi. 377. “As 
the narrative stands, the ‘sign’ is an evidence of Yahweh’s 
compassion for Kain. Otherwise the sympathies of the 
narrator are with Abel. 

Where were the chief haunts of the Kain tribe when 
the legend was redacted? In the land of Nod (752), is 
the answer. No good explanation of this name has been 
offered. No doubt, like so many monosyllabic forms in 
MT., it is a mutilation of some longer, well-known name. 
Probably we should read 272, ze. Nadab or Nodab. This 
was the name of a people of N. Arabian connexions (see 
E. Bib. ‘Nodab’).* ‘Eastward of Eden’ is probably_a 
correct gloss; Eden (see pp. 87 7.) was a N. Arabian locity. 


1 See also Box, Exp. Times, x. 425 77, for an excellent suggestion 
on the closing words of v. 7 (cp. ili. 16), 

2 «Speculate,’ indeed, is an invidious expression. 

3 Kinship, pp. 215 f; ed. 2, p. 251; cp. #. Bzd., ‘Cain.’ 

4 For another view see #. &zd., col. 4413. 
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KalIn’s genealogy, which, with vv. 25 f and a prefixed 
passage now lost, forms the sequel of v. 1. Besides 
Dillmann, etc., see E. Bzb., ‘Cainites, and cp. ‘ Sethites.’ 
It is hoped that some fresh light can be thrown 
on these names. First comes the name of the son of 
Kain (Kenites)—Hanék.' It has been connected or mis- 
connected with various ancient place-names, but really 
belongs to the same group as Kain (see above). Note 
that ‘Anak also appears as ‘Anédk (Josh. xxi. 11), and 
Kena‘an as Kinahhi in Am. Tab. We find Handk else- 
where as a Reubenite” and a Midianite place-name (xlvi. 9, 
xxv. 4); it is also known as a S. Arabian tribe-name 
(Hommel, Gr. p. 163, note 3). One may suppose that 
Hanék is one of the cities ofthe Kenites (1S. xxx. 29). 
Possibly, however, the 72m at the end of v. 17 is misplaced, 
and should stand after 7.2 If so, the name of the city 
will be try (if this form be correct). In fact, we know of 
no city called Hanék, but we do know of one called Tyy (Josh. 
MiLeiA; cp. Jiudg.i. 16). Very qpossibly. 15). (ihe. janes 
v. 15) should be Ty, another form of ty. Cp. also Tnx, 
x, 1S, Ezek, xxvii. 3 (with notes) sas, Josh. xvouee 
Hommel’s derivation from y, ‘fire’ and 7, ‘to descend,’ 
hardly commends itself. 

1 There is no connexion with ,/73n, nor yet with Unuki, the ideo- 
graphic name of Erech. If Hanoék were virtually the Babylonian city 


Erech, we should have expected to find Gilgamesh referred to, Erech 


being the city of Gilgamesh. See, further, on v. 23 7, and on m3, v. 29. 
2 ¢Reuben’ was originally a N. Arabian tribe, as we can still dis- 
cern underneath the present text of 1 Chr. v. 6, 9 f The ‘king of 
Asshur’ spoken of is an Arabian king; the river Pérath is an Arabian 
stream (p. 91). Cp. Cri¢. B76. pp. 371 f- 
3 So in effect Winckler, AO, i. 95. For another view see 
Budde, Urgesch. pp. 120 77 
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‘Mehujael’ and ‘ Methushael’ have both been terribly 
misunderstood. Prof. H. P. Smitht even renders the 
former ‘wiped out by God,’ and the latter (after Redslob) 
‘man of Shedl, and comments ‘vanished tribes like “Ad 
and Thamfid. Prof. D. H. Miiller, though more methodical, 
is just as wrong, when he explains Sy~ynm ‘(the god) 5» 
gives life’ Surely Syymm and 5xd55pn (v. 12, Neh. xi. 4) 
have the same origin. The former comes from Sxom 
through Syymnn, the latter through 5xma; cp. 057, 1 Chr. 
vii. 35, and 5x55m> (1 Chr. iv. 16), also ~Smin, ndmn, etc. 
For the repetition of 5 cp. 5x, Num. iii. 24, and Ss, 
Prov. xxxi. I, 4. It may be noticed that some cursives 
(a, 6, ) in iv. 18 give warerend, and that the Ethiopic has 
Malaleél, and the Coptic Maleleél.? As for Sxwminn, Lenor- 
mant’s explanation mutu-sa-zld* (‘liegeman of God, &. Bzb., 
‘Cainites, § 7) is at first sight plausible. But the retention 
of Sa is improbable, and it is very doubtful whether nx» or 
ynd, ‘man,’ can be supported lexicographically. Certainly 
it is more in accordance with sound method to explain no 
both here and in mbwinn (which @ apparently reads in 
iv. 18 in place of Sxwinn) as a fragment of Sno = dn‘ 
(cp. Sewn, Syann), Ze. Seyow, and to group Sxw either 
with Soxw (xxxvi. 37, xlvi. 10, see notes), or with Sow, ze. 
Sxorm ame (see on xiv. 13). mown (v. 21) probably 
comes from mw) Syn (cp. on ‘Casluhim, x. 14). 

‘Lamech’ too has been a fertile theme of unfruitful 
discussion. Explanations from the Sumerian (Lamga, a non- 
Semitic title of the moon-god ; Sayce, Boscawen, Hommel) 
are as forced and improbable as those from the Arabic 
(juvents robustus, Dillm.). Undoubtedly, 405, like 45x (as a 
divine name), with its feminine m25n (xi. 29), and Sop 
(xxii. 21), has sprung from Sexo. The corruption may 
have arisen very early. Cp. &. Bzd., cols. 625 f—Next, as 
to Lamech’s two wives. Evidently my and m5 are cor 
ruptions of well-known names. The latter is the femie“.e of 
by =oby, ze. Sxppw (seenon Numeexive lo, xxvis-33)) 


1 Old Test. History (1903), p. 24. 

2 Lagarde (Orientalia, ii. 35) prefers Mahalalel; cp. Nestle, 
Marginalien (1893), p- 7- 

3 Origines de Vhistoire, i. 262 f. * See Crit. Bid. on 1 5. x. 11. 
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Sillah (cp. Sillethai, b. Shimei, 1 Chr. viii. 20) represents 
an Ishmaelite tribe. The former should be synonymous 
with mx (cp. ‘Yabal’ and ‘Yubal’). Possibly my re- 
presents OTN or MAY. 

And now as to the two sons of Adah and the son of 
Sillah (vv. 20-22). Their names respectively are Sav (Yabal) 
Say (Yubal), and pp-Sayn (Tubal-kain), or, as in G, lwBnr, 
TovBar, and @oBer. According to Ball, the first of these, 
like Soa (1 Chr. xxvii. 30), is connected with Ar. db/™, 
‘one skilled in the tendance of camels, sheep,’ etc. ; the second 
with 5a, Say pip (so Dillm.); the third with Sumerian Balgin, 
Bilgi, the fire-god (cp. #. Bzb., ‘Cainites’). Dillmann, on 
the other hand, explains 5x ‘nomadic shepherd’ (cp. S07), 
Say ‘musician’ (cp. Ball), while the pp appended to the 
ethnic Syn marks out the third hero as a smith, and 
perhaps also as a true descendant of Kain. A more com- 
prehensive view of the relevant facts will show us that 5x 
and 52», like Sam (iv. 2), oonx (1 Chr. Zc), and Say in pip 
Sana (Josh. vi. 4), come from Sxorm, and San from 5yansx 
(seevon v. 2 and*on =x, 2). 

At first sight it will appear from the contexts as if these 
three personages were leaders of culture, and therefore, one 
may conjecture, semi-divine beings. The contexts, however, 
on which this view depends are liable to grave suspicion. 
On v. 20, Kautzsch and Socin remark, ‘The text is doubt- 
less corrupt; probably the Regens of 72pn has fallen out.’ 
Also on v, 22, ‘The context hardly permits a doubt that 
“ax has fallen out before 5 ; wud is presumably only an early 
gloss to wim’ (similarly Ball). Such superficial criticism is 
useless. We must go down deeper, and examine the 
suspicious words in the light of other passages in which 
these words occur, but are certainly corrupt. 

The most suspicious word of all is wwd(v. 22). win 
needs no gloss, and if a gloss were required, such an un- 
common word as wwd would not have been chosen. The 
key to the word is supplied by xxv. 3, where nw, standing 
between owwr and ovord (from oSxor), has, of course, 
been produced, mainly by transposition of letters, from 


1 One might conjecture that there were originally but two—a pair 
of Semitic Dioscuri. 


CAINS GENEALOGY (GEN. Iv. 17-24 [26]) 109 


modsnwr. wd therefore = 5ynwx (ze. ‘OTT ANWR, see on 
v. 25). Considering that Tubal-kain is most naturally 
explained as ‘Kenite Ethbaal (Ishmael), we cannot be sur- 
prised at this result. And what function is discharged by 
‘ws here? It is a gloss on pp, ze. the eponym of the 
Kenites. win (omit “bs with @) has, of course, a similar 
ae Like munn from montis (Judg. iv. 2), swoon (Ezra 

i. 52), and the name pwn in the Assuan papyri’ (B 22), 
it comes from the regional name TWIN (cp. Dim and 
sim). Sma nem is also a pair of glosses on pp-oain. 
mw comes from jnwn, ze. Ashhur-ethan, while Sy1, as 
also probably in Dt. iii. 11, iv. 20, xxxiii. 25, comes from 
Sxvnw any? ‘Ishmaelite Arabia’ (cp. ‘Barzillai’), Thus 
the passage becomes ‘ Tubal-kain [Ashtael, Ashhur, Hashtan, 
Arab-Ishmael].’ 

Let us now turn back to vu. 20. Tapp aw is obviously 
impossible. Halévy and Ball would therefore read *Smx am 
'n, following @§ and comparing 2 Chr. xiv. 14. But as 
Hommel has seen, 72pn in 2 Chr. Zc. has sprung from an 
ethnic, and I think it is possible to restore the right ethnic. 
7p has arisen out of jopo, a form of Seor (cp. on xlvi. 
32, Judg. x. 5), and the ) prefixed to ‘p in iv. 20 (MT.) 
probably comes from wim (‘that is’). That Sax may be a 
corruption of ‘arm (see on xxxvi. 2), aw of ‘pw (see on Isa. 
x. 13), and “ax of ny (see on ix. 18, xxxiii. 19), cannot well 
be denied. ws introduces the gloss; m7 is either redactional 
or from a dittographed nw. Thus we get, as the original 
of v. 20, ‘And Adah (?) brought forth Yabal [that is, Arab- 
Ishmael ; Son, that is, Yerahme’el |.’ 

And what of Yubal (v. 21)? ‘Nx is now plain; wan 
(as in Jer. xlvi. 9) probably comes from naw (cp. on »aAw, 
fix, 3) cee es, Mb 72D visvalso. corrupt:(cp.on 
fosh. 1x%.035,02 On Vic 5,clsa. Xxx: (32)|; we may restore 
either Pn (Josh. xix. 46), or, better, ppv. ‘There. wack 
Zarephathite Ekron, which the Danites may for a tire have 
conguered,’* In fact, 1py probably represents mw (cp. on 


1 J am sorry that the editor should be puzzled by this name. 

2 Cp. mpi (Ezra il. 53), ze. waa, and the Palmyrene 1173, ze. 
vara, parallel to sn[v]s 123, Neh. vii. 33; and wnena, ze. Dxyow? any. 

3 Crit, Bib. (p. 433) on Josh. xix. 
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Jax, X. 10). any may have the same origin as yy, 1x, and 
22; at any rate, like these, it represents some Arabian 
name. Thus, omitting by as in vw. 22, we get, ‘ And his 
brother’s name was Yubal [that is, Arab-sephath, Ekron, 
and Og} 

It is with some surprise that in v. 220 we find the name 
of Tubal-kain’s sister, viz. Moy (cp. Josh. xv. 41). Its origin 
is not obscure. 93, like yO, should represent Pynw or jaw, 
Ze. Sxyow. It only remains to add that the insertion of 
‘Lamech’s song’ shows that, as there were two Kains, so 
there were also two Lamechs.' Also that the song referred 
to can hardly be archaic. As Winckler remarks,’ no people 
on earth has poetical echoes of its nomad period. Vv. 25 f 
are a genealogical fragment (cp. v. 29) which Stade (Akad. 
Reden, p. 247), after simplifying the form, would place before 
v. 17. What it gives us is an independent record of the 
birth of a son to the first man. @ is doubtless right in not 
recognising Ty. But to get further, textual criticism is 
necessary, and we must assume that mw and way, not less than 
otN[7] and mn, pp and San, represent well-known ethnics. 
mw is most probably a fragment of amwpe (cp. on ix. 21), as in 
Num. xxiv. 17 (the par., Jer. xlviii. 45, has rw, ze. Sxpaw). 
This is favoured by the words with which the passage about 
‘Sheth’ must originally have closed, viz. not 7mx yw, but 
amr ‘1 (cp. on xxii. 13). The whole passage should probably 
run, ‘And Aram knew his wife, and she conceived, and bore 
a son, and called his name Ashtar. On this there was an 
early gloss, ‘ for (he was) the seed (z.e. offspring) of Asshur,’ 
alluding to the probable fact (see on v. 24) that the fuller 
name of the first man was Asshur-Aram or A.-Yerahme’el. 
This involves omitting owt5x ~S-nw and pp o> San nnn 
as redactional insertions. The alternative is to read, for 
S nw, Snw, and for ads (as often) Sxar, and to take 
nw in v. 24a as a fragment of Sxmwx. This does not make 
much difference, for Sxnwx (Judg. xiii. 25) and pnwr (1 
Chr. iv. 11) have probably come from nwrx, a fragment of 
snwx ; Sx and p are formative? This gives us,‘ And Aram 


1 See Z&. Bzb., ‘Sethites,’ § 3, and cp. Gunkel, Genesis. 
2 Religtonsgeschichtler und geschichtlicher Orient, 1906, p. 27. 
3 Similarly, ‘Eshtemoh’ and ‘Eshtemoa’ have nothing to do with 
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knew his wife, etc. and she called his name Eshtaol 
(Ashtael), for (he was) a shoot of Yerahme’el, the seed of 
Asshur’? To connect Synwx with S nw, ‘shoot, + would 
not be worse than to connect the ethnic pp with map, ‘to 
produce,’ Cp. 2. B20., ‘Seth.’ 

V. 26 is indeed a paradoxical passage. What? did not 
the father and mother of Enosh ‘call with the name of 
Yahweh’? And if they did not, how can any one have done 
so before the time of Moses? The only choice is between 
the absolutely primitive origin of the solemn use of the divine 
name Yahweh and the Mosaic. I am well aware of the 
distinction that may be drawn between acquaintance with 
the divine name and the organisation of worship. I may be 
told that it is the latter which is assigned to Enosh as a 
most important detail in the development of culture (see £. 
Bib., ‘Cainites, ‘Sethites’), But we cannot discuss such a 
point until the text has been adequately treated, and then 
perhaps the whole question will appear to us in a new light. 
First of all, sip> Srmn ts is impossible (see £. B2d., ‘ Enos’). 
We may, of course (with Wellh., CH, p. 309), alter this into 
'5 Son mm, following @, Vg., Jubilees. But how did m 
become tx and 5pm become Sm? And we shall find in 
due time that 5rm™ in ix. 20 and 5mm in x. 8 are both 
corrupt ; also that formations from x ip are not seldom 
corruptions of Sxor. Most probably Smit has come 
from Sma (Ze. Seo), and sop> from a dittographed 
Seo? mn ow? represents > own,’ and this has come from 
yowr ay (ze. Sxyaw /y); the ry fell out all the more easily 
after xn. For other instances of a prefixed 1 representing wy, 
see on Ex. xxxi. 2; among them are now. and jw. wr, 
geicisewnere. (22. jer xvii. 16, Ps. ix. 20, lvi. 2), =jow= 
Sxvow.* As for x7 03, which reads strangely before mie it 


the 8th Arabic conjugation, but come from ‘Ashtar-Yerahme’e= 
‘Eshtaol’ (‘ Ashtael’) too might have this origin. ee 

1 In the Mandzean writings the three ‘helpers’ of Adam are— 
Hibil, Shitil (cp. Aram. xbnw, ‘plant’), and Andésh (Brandt, Die Mand. 
Kelp. 122). 

2 xqp often represents a fragment of oxen. Cp. ox[r]p, 2 S. xv. 11, 
Ezek. xxiii, 23. 

3 @’s xvpiov Tov Geov is probably a mere expansion of m7, 

4 Cp. pxw, Jer. xlviii. 45, Hos. x. 14, Am. ii 2; jxe[-ma], Josh. 
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is most probably a fragment of a gloss, which in its entirety 
ran, Mw NT D1 (cp. on x. 21). Read, therefore, ante) 
sv Ssornp rv] Sxvem yawns spy pat: [aw sw 3] 
[Sxyow, ‘And to Ashtar [he too is Arab] a son was 
born, whose name he called Ishmael [Arab-Yerahme’el, 
Arab-Ishmael].’ 


THE DESCENDANTS OF ADAM (GEN. v.) 


HERE we have the second of the two parallel early 
Hebrew genealogies (J and P respectively), full of huge, 
ill-explained difficulties. Fragments of the first are to be 
found in iv. 25 f, v. 29, and we may reasonably con- 
jecture that the Yahwist’s genealogy as well as that of 
the Priestly Writer originally contained ten names. It is 
also plausible to suppose that the ten heroes whom P 
certainly, and possibly also J, placed at the head of early 
history are ultimately connected with the ten antediluvian 
kings whom Berossus places at the head of the history of 
Babylonia,’ and who correspond to the first ten months of a 
cosmic year. The names of these kings are “AXwpos, 
"Ardtrapos, “Aunrwv, “Apuévav, Meyaddrapos, Adevos, 
Kved@payos, "A péprpivos, ‘Orvdprns, ElicovOpos. An im- 
mediate connexion of the names in the two lists (Babylonian 
and Hebrew) cannot, however, be insisted upon, because of 
the difference of the names. The Hebrew list has a develop- 
ment behind it. 


xvil. 115 jwy[-n], 1. S. xxx. 30. All these forms, as is shown elsewhere, 
come from bxyne. Cp. p. 109 (on Num. xxiv. 17). 
1 Miller, Fragm. Hist. Gr. i. 499 ft 
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Assyriologists, it is true,’ think that Amelon, ze. ‘certainly’ 
Ass. amélu, ‘man, corresponds to the Hebrew ’enoSs, ‘man’ ; 
that Ammenon, ze. ‘probably’ Ass. wmménu, ‘ work-master,” 
=the Heb. Kénan, ‘smith’ (?); that Euedorachos, or more 
correctly Evedoranchos, ze. Enmeduranki® (the name of a 
famous Babylonian hero, king of Sippara, the city of the 
sun-god, meaning perhaps ‘ high-priest of, or, one acquainted 
with (?), the place of union of heaven and earth’), corresponds. 
to the Heb. Handék, which, superficially regarded, might 
mean ‘initiation’;* and that Amempsinos, ze. Amél-Sin, = 
the Heb. Methu-Selah, assuming Se/ak to be a Hebraised 
form of Sarfu, ‘brilliant, which is an epithet of various 
Babylonian gods.‘ 

But none of these comparisons are very solid. (1) 
‘ Man,’ as the name of a primeval hero, is highly improbable; 
‘man’ or ‘liegeman of (some god)’ is but slightly more 
probable. More plausibly, indeed, one might compare 
Amelon (if it represents Amél+ 2) with Mahalalel (v. 12), 
assuming -el (5x) to represent some more special divine 
name.’ In my judgment, however, even this comparison 
is a misleading one, nor can I admit that either the Grecised 
Amelon or the Bab. Amél in Amél-Sin originally meant 
‘man, or that ‘Enosh’ in iv. 26 is correct. (2) That Kain 
means ‘artificer,’ ‘smith, and that this is the title of a divine 
demiurge, possibly a translation of Ass. wmmdénu, is no doubt 
a plausible theory (see Z. B20., ‘ Cain, § nz } Cainites, §§ fs 
10). But it is hazardous to separate Kain and Kenan from 
the group of related tribe- and place-names to which, as we 
have seen above, they belong. As for the Ammenon of 


1 See especially Hommel, PSBA xv. 243-246; Delitzsch, Par. p. 
149; Zimmern, KAT, p. 531 7, 5397 

2 This king is designated ‘the favourite of Anu, Bel, and Ea, and 
said to have been ‘called (?) by the gods SamaS and Adad into their 


fellowship,’ also to have been initiated into the ‘secrets of heaven and 


earth.’ See Zimmern, Bettrdge zur Kenniniss der Bab. Religion, p- 
116, note a. 

3 Both names occupy the same place (No. 7) in the lists to which 
they respectively belong. This, however, is not very important (see £. 
Bib., col. 4412, foot). 

4 The idea is Hommel’s; sarvvahu, a Babylonian title of the moon- 
god. Cp. Zimmern, Seztr. pp. 152 7, note 3. 

5 See E. B20., ‘Cainites,’ § 7. 
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Berossus, it may possibly represent Amnan ; Amnanu is the 
name of an Arabian region, and probably represents Yam- 
nanu, ze. Yamanite (Yerahme’elite)." (3) As for Enme- 
duranki, we can hardly follow Barton and Peters”? in 
connecting the Heb. name Handk with the last member of 
the Bab. name, viz. ankz (enkz), or Zimmern® in supposing 
that Handk means ‘one initiated” I would also venture to 
remark that the initiation of Enmeduranki into the ‘secrets 
of heaven and earth’ is by no means a distinctive feature. 
Other mythic personages such as Adapa (Adamu) and 
Xisuthros enjoyed this initiation, and became abkallé, ‘ sages, 
and it is with Xisuthros that these inquiries lead me to 
connect both Hanék and Noah. (4) That Methu-Selah is= 
‘man of the Brilliant’ is highly improbable, nor is it even 
approximately certain (see above) that Amél-Sin means 
‘man of the moon-god.’ 

We may, however, fully admit that Noah, who, as the 
text stands (both in J and in P passages), is the hero of the 
Hebrew deluge-story, is, in virtue of his connexion with that 
story, parallel to the tenth Babylonian king, Xisuthros, and 
also that the story of Handk, as given by P, has well- 
marked mythological, and indeed Babylonian affinities. 
How comes it, then, that these two heroes bear names 
which have no Babylonian connexion? Why should they 
have been ‘treated with more respect than other N. Arabian 
tribal heroes (in the two parallel genealogies), and raised to 
the rank of individuals, whose wonderful fortunes gave them 
a place by themselves, which only Elijah in a later age was 
privileged to share with them ?’ * 

The question is greatly simplified if we identify Hanék and 
the greater of the two Noahs (see below). We can then 


1 See Hommel, G7. p. 263, and cp. KAT"), pp. 487, 532. 

2 Barton, in Worcester’s Genesis in the Light of Modern Knowledge 
(1901), p. 557; Peters, Harly Hebr. Story (1904), p. 224. We should 
expect at least Duranki (the name of a mythic locality). Enki is the 
name of the Sumerian earth-god. This view reminds us of Prof. Sayce’s 
derivation of Lamech (see p. 107). 

3 KAT, p. 540. This meaning is just such as a /a¢e writer might 
imagine. Tribal eponyms surely never had such names. 

* Is there an allusion to Enoch in Ps. Ixxili. 24? Possibly. But 
see my Psalms", ad loc. 
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understand the striking parallelism between v. 22 and vi. 9 ; 
it was not, in the original writing, Noah who ‘walked with 
God, but Hanék. The question therefore asked above has 
only to be answered with reference to a single personage, 
viz. Hanék. 

At this point it is right to mention that in all prob- 
ability the Hebrew legend of primeval times, as told by one 
of the writers known as J, had no deluge.’ ‘When, how- 
ever, the deluge-story was adopted from the Yerahme’elites 
and converted into the story of the universal deluge, it had 
to be provided with a hero who was not a mere tribal 
eponym, and (for a reason suggested below) “ Enoch” was 
selected to be converted into an individual, and even to 
assume something of the appearance of a solar hero, as was 
fitting for the hero of a story which, in its origin, was most 
probably an ether-myth (see p. 142). But a misfortune 
happened to him. At an early period (perhaps) after the 
deluge-story had been committed to writing, 73m became 
corrupted into 3m, which in, turn was editorially altered 
(under the influence of a desire® to work the story of Noah, 
the vine-planter, into the legend) into m2 (Noah) or om* 
(Naham?). Thus Enoch lost his connexion with the 
deluge, unless, indeed, we care to recognise the statement 
of Jubilees iv. 23, that Enoch, in Paradise, “wrote down all 
the wickedness of men, on account of which God brought 
the waters of the flood upon all the land of Eden.” But, at 
any rate, he seems to have retained his superhuman wisdom,* 
and in later years attracted to himself more and more 
mythical elements.’ Nor were the earlier traditionists unfair 
to him. When the list of ten heroes was constructed, he 
was placed (probably) at the end of the first pentad,° while 


1 See £. &zb., ‘ Deluge,’ § 14. Ge 

2 See Budde, Urgesch.; and cp. £. Brb., ‘ Noah.’ € 

3 Nahim probably belongs to the same group of names; also 
Yanhamu, the name of an Egyptian functionary (in Am. Tad. 61, 31, etc.), 
who superintended the affairs of the Egyptian domination in Palestine. 

4 To be taken to be with God implies initiation into the divine 
secrets. See below. 

5 See E. Bzb., ‘Enoch,’ § 2. 

6 See E. Bib., ‘Sethites,’ § 2, where the two genealogies (the first 
conjecturally completed) are placed side by side. 
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Noah or Naham, his supplanter in the deluge-story, was 
placed at the end of the second.’ 

‘The reason why Enoch, alone among the Hebrew 
heroes, was raised to the rank of an individual whose 
fortunes were such as to mark him off from all the rest of 
mankind, is plain. It is not enough to point to the fact 
that the (conjectured) Hebrew root of Enoch (73m) means 
“to train, instruct, initiate.” The real reason probably is 
that the Enoch tribe was a branch of the Yerahme’elites, 
and, like the Yerahme’elites, had a high reputation for 
wisdom. From Ezek. xxviii. (see Crzt. Bzb. [and cp. above, 
p. 72]) we gather that “ Yerahme’el” was supposed to have 
derived his wisdom from Elohim, in whose sacred garden he 
had dwelt ; now from Ezek. xiv. 14, 20 we learn that Noah 
(ze. Enoch), Daniel (ze. Yerahme’el), and Job (ze. Arab ?) 
were classed together for their extraordinary righteousness. 
This exceptional goodness implies exceptional wisdom (cp. 
Enoch xlviii. 1). The first Yerahme’elite is commonly 
known to us as Adam (see however, p. 96), but it is 
very possible that this hero and demi-god was also in 
some sanctuaries spoken of as Enoch (Handék), and that 
his wisdom (cp. Job xv. 7 f) was specially eulogised in 
the legend.’’ 

It only remains to notice that the 365 years of the life 
of Hanék correspond to the 365 days (a solar year) which, 
according to @,’ were the duration of the deluge. The 
explanation has been suggested above. Handék, as the hero 
of the deluge, was necessarily a solar personage (see p. 115). 
His translation corresponds to the disappearance (yevéo@as 
apavy) of Xisuthros and his companions in the Berossian 
tradition of the deluge, also to the poetic variant that the 
Babylonian hero Ut-napishtim was taken by Bel and made 
to dwell ‘ afar off, at the mouth of the streams’* (see p. 133). 
For the rest, see #. B2b., ‘Enoch, and cp. Cheyne, Origin of 
Psalter, pp.383, 392, 432: 


E. Bib., ‘Sethites,’ § 4. 

See E. Brb., ‘Deluge,’ § 12. 

See zbid. §§ 2, 17. In Enoch lIxx., Enoch is said to have been 
placed in the earthly Paradise, which he finds already peopled with ‘the 
first fathers and the righteous.’ 
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Six textual corrections have now to be mentioned. 
Putting aside the other names in the genealogy (already 
dealt with on iv. 17-26), I call attention first to ot», without 
the article (vv. 1-5; cp. p. 95). According to Hommel 
(Exp. Times, xiv. 107) the name must mean ‘earth’ (Wo1RK, 
only without the feminine ending), because ‘man’ comes 
third, under the title max. He proposes to point, not DIN, 
but DTy, and suggests that the title, Bené Edom, or 
Edomites, indicated that they originated in mother earth. 
But a primeval hero called ‘earth’ is as improbable as one 
called ‘man’ (see above, p. 96). The right reading is 
surely O7N, just as win should be jowsr = Sapo. 

2, In v. 5 "77x, ‘which he lived,’ has no parallel here 
or anywhere else, except in xxv. 7. In both passages it is 
a corruption of 717K (a gloss on ON or ON); cp. on 
We 2 3s All. 20, 

gine, 2Q 7m) Should be 11) (see; above, <p. rr4). 
Similarly in Eth. Enoch lx. 1, ‘Enoch’ seems to be a mis- 
reading for ‘Noah.” This was in every way easy. The 
description of the birth of Noah in Eth. Enoch cvi. sug- 
gests that in the Aggada of the time Noah was assimilated 
to some extent to Enoch (Handk). 

4-6. It is not, however, textual corruption which has 
brought about the much-worn forms, Shem, Ham, and 
Yepheth (v. 32). Referring for other views to the relevant 
articles in H. £Bzb., and to Hommel, Aufsdtze u. Abhandl. 
Dp. 317; Grundriss, p. 119, note 1, and (on Ham) to 
Winckler, Avad.-sem.-or. p. 21, I cannot think it rash to 
hold that ow, like jow in jow py, is a mutilated form of jow 
= 5yynm) and on of ont =5xort (cp. on Ps. Ixxviii. 51, 
cv. 23), while mp probably comes from »5p> (see on ix. 27). 
Thus Noah-Hanék represents Canaan, and Shem, Ham, and== 
Yepheth two (for ‘Shem’ and ‘Ham’ are synonyri.vus) 
cognate tribes which belonged to the region of Canaan. 
See, further, on vi. 10. 

1 Cp. the Phoenician name 52nv, certainly not ‘the name has 


carried’ (Cooke, p. 71), but a combination of two forms of buynu? (see 
on ‘Zebulun,’ xxx. 20, and cp. o1y3, on xvii. 5). 
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MARRIAGES of divine with human beings. Shortening of 
human life. Meaning of ‘ Nephilim.—We ask first, Who 
are the dené hd-elihim (v. 2)? The phrase may merely 
mean ‘members of the company of Elohim.’ It is, however, 
an unique narrative that we have before us, and the phrase 
may very possibly have an unique meaning. In the original 
form of the myth, divinities who were but preternatural 
animal-men, and whose home was in a very material heaven, 
may have been represented as descending to the earth, and 
begetting animal men like themselves. Precisely such 
beings are described in the ‘legend of Kutha’ (KB vi. 293)— 
‘warriors with bodies of vultures, men with raven faces, the 
great gods begot them, and Tiamat suckled them. This 
may be taken to mean preternatural, magically gifted men, 
who could assume at will the forms of certain animals. 
Stories of sexual intercourse between gods and men in 
classical mythology need not be specially referred to here 
(Com Plat. C7az,--3)3)). 

In a later stage of development the story presupposed 
in vv. I-2 must have become a stumbling-block, and the 
wonder is that any part of it survived. We can imagine 
that people wondered greatly who these ‘sons of the Elohim’ 
could have been. And so arose the notion, attested only very 
late, z.e. in the revival of mythology, of a ‘fall of the angels,’ 
and of the birth and misdeeds of the giants. The story of 
the wicked giants, however, is not necessarily late. It is 
widespread in America. The Skidi Pawnees say, ‘The 
men and the women were giants. They were wonderful ; 
they were like gods; they could perform miracles; they 


1 Cp, W. R. Smith, Prophets of Israel, p. 388; E. Bib., col. 46907. 
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felt that they were just as good as any of the gods in the 
heavens.’ At the time of the flood, it is held that they 
were turned into stone. So the story in Eth. Enoch vi., xv. 
may have an older basis. Dr. Charles’s learned notes 
require some supplementing. The rebel angels are called 
‘watchers’; clearly this term connects them with the 
planetary spirits,” who keep ceaseless ‘watch.” Their chief 
is “ Azazel’ (Sixty), a name also found in Lev. xvi. 8, 10, 26, 
and certainly from 5Sxynm (see p. 30). They descend 
upon Mount Hermon, ze. not the northern but the southern 
Hermon (Ps. Ixxxix. 13); the name comes not from ,/on, 
but from 5Syarn>. How natural the story of the descent 
now becomes! Azazel is, of course, at home in the land 
where ‘ Yerahme’el’ or ‘Ishmael’ is the divinity; he is, in 
fact, himself a form of this long-since deposed deity. 
Only, in this case development has taken the opposite 
course to that which issues in ‘Michael’ (see p. 60). 
Michael is the good Yerahme’el ; Azazel the bad one, the 
apostate. 

Next, as to the shortening of human life. This is 
referred to in v. 3, from which we shall presently learn that 
Yahweh was averse from the production of a semi-divine 
race upon earth. But how great the difficulties are, a glance 
at the differences of the commentators will show. Take, for 
instance, 717. What does this word mean here? Is it the 
spirit of life given by God to men (Dillm.)? Or does it 
mean the air-like substance of which the beings called 
Elohim consist, and of which (according to the story) human 
beings for a time partook (Wellh., Stade, Gunkel)? At any 
rate, the expression is by no means clear, and we have 
already found that my is sometimes a corruption of ‘Tm, ze. 
bxor (see on i. 24, iii. 8, Isa. xviii. 16), and that the 
original story of creation had reference to the first Yerah- 
me’elites. A more natural interpretation, as it seems to me, 
is produced if we suppose the semi-divine origin of the 
Yerahme’elites to be here referred to, and render, ‘ Yerah- 


1 Dorsey, Pawnee Traditions, pp. 333, 338. 
2 Note especially the name Kokabiel, and cp. Epiphan. Haer. xvi. 2, 
where the planet Jupiter is called the Kwxe8 Baad (Jensen, Kosmologie, 


p- 34, note 2). 
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me’el (ze. the race so-called) shall not,’ etc. Thus the 
subject of the verb in v. 3 a, and the implied subject in 
v. 3 6, are the same, which is, grammatically, a gain. 

But what, more exactly, is the statement respecting 
Yerahme’el? The text has 29 ‘7 pend, but the note in 
BDB (s.v. PT) will probably convince most readers that 7) 
is incorrect. Winckler’s comparison of Ass. dandénu, ‘to be 
mighty,’ is far-fetched, and hardly satisfactory. Perhaps, 
however, @’s ov py Kkatapeivyn may help us.’ The under- 
lying verb may be >, or, more suitably, Jos (Num. 
ix. Ig, 22), or, better, Toy. OTN, of course, goes with the 
verb; so also does Wn, Mn being sometimes masculine. 
But is 1 correct? “wl NIT in the next clause may seem 
to favour it—‘ spirit’ and ‘flesh’ form a natural antithesis. 
We have seen, however (on i. 2, iii. 8), that mm may some- 
times have come from Syarm, and we know that Yerahme’el 
(the second member of the Israelite duad) was the god 
closely concerned with earthly, and specially Arabian, affairs 
Thus we get as the opening of v. 3,‘ And Yahweh said, Not 
for ever shall Yerahme’el abide in man.’ 

Now comes the greatest crux of all—nawn, for which 
BDB gives ‘by reason of their going astray.’ This, however, 
carries respect for MT. too far; the supposed sense would 
not have been so expressed, and Geiger, Baer, and Ginsburg 
prefer the reading natja, which is also that of the Versions. 
Shall we, then, adopt nawa? But what Hebrew writer 
would have used this prosaic phrase?? Hommel suggests 
“nach Vielheiten,’ a gloss on sw, which is to mean ‘nach 
Saren.”* This scholar rightly sees that a new path is 
required, but misses the right one. BDB has already 
compared the personal name tax. This name, however, 
does not mean ‘my father is a warrior’ (BDB, with ?), but 
“Arabia of Ishmael’; ‘Abishag’ should be ‘ Abishan’ ; jw, 
like pnw,t comes from jom=Sxyow. Similarly, owa 
should rather be yown, ze. ‘nwa (cp. on Judg. iii. 29, Isa. 
x. 27). It is a gloss on ota. Not the whole human 


The rest of @ agrees with MT. 

See Wellh. CH, p. 307; Holz. ad loc. 

See his own explanation, Gv. p. 183, note I. 
‘Abishag’ is called ‘a Shunammite’ (1 K. i. 3). 
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race is intended, but the Ishmaelite or Yerahme’elite people 
on the N. Arabian border of Palestine. 

Next as to nba x7. It will now be plain that ‘he is 
(only) flesh’ (ze. ‘a weak, earthly creature’) cannot be 
right. Nw at once suggests that twa may be a gloss, 
and if so, it is of course mispointed. In 1 S, xxx. 9, etc,, 
we meet with win, which most probably comes from 
mwa. So awa here probably comes from  Y%-ay (cp. 
on Ex. xxxi. 2); ‘Shur’ and ‘Shihor’ are shortened and 
adapted forms of ‘Asshur’ or ‘Ashhur, one of the names 
for the whole or a part of the Arabian border-land (cp. on 
xvi. 7). Thus v.% becomes, ‘And Yahweh said, Yerahme’el 
shall not abide for ever among men [in Ishmael, that is, 
Arab-Asshur]; his days shall be (only) one hundred and 
twenty years.’ 

Prof. Sievers makes the astonishing suggestion that 
v. 3¢ may be a gloss based on xxiii. 1 (Sarah died at 127), 
as if the glossator thought that the age of the ‘daughters 
of men’ were referred to. Probably, 120 is given as the 
ideal age for the close of a human life (like 110 in Egypt). 

Lastly, we have to consider the ‘ Nephilim. A notice 
in v. 4 states that the ‘Nephilim, who survived into the 
Israelitish period, arose when the above strange marriages 
took place. Thus the first Nephilim were the children of 
‘bené ha-elohim’ by earthly mothers. The glosses show 
that the statement was not felt to be perfectly clear. Let 
us first of all consider orbpon. The article, of course, 
indicates that the term is a well-known one. In fact, from 
Num. xiii. 33 we learn that when the Israelites entered 
Canaan they found the Nephilim there, and a gloss says 
that they were the ‘sons of ‘Anak’; now Jay is most prob- 
ably a corrupt form of pny, ze. Sor. The ‘ Niphlites,’ 
as we may call them, were therefore, at any rate, a section 
of the widely spread Yerahme’elite race. 

Further, in Ezek. xxxii. 27, in the phrase oy2.2.-nx 
oop oySpo, the two latter words obviously represent mop? 
o-Sxorm, a double gloss on o~)n2. ~=It is true, , with its 
amd aidvos, presupposes the reading odryn. But pdiy (see 
on xxi. 33) as well as ordi (see on Judg. xiv. 3) is a 
current corruption of 5Sxonmv; a reduplicated » is an 
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ordinary phenomenon. op3, then, is at any rate a 
synonym of o-bxor>. 

The same result follows from Judg. vii. 12, viii. 10, 
where o%5p2[71] is plainly a gloss on opr 12 (so read), ‘sons 
of Rekem,’ ze. Yerahme’elites, and from Gen. xxv. 18 (see 
note), where it is said of the Ishmaelites that they dwelt 
eastward of a region called by some name which underlies 
Sp) mx. Now ynnr, as experience enables us to decide, 
is TTD ; bp) therefore must be the name of some district 
closely connected with Ashhur. 

Some critics have asserted the existence of a somewhat 
too scrupulous glossator, who felt bound to remark that 
Nephilim were in existence ‘afterwards also’ (cp. Num. 
xiii. 33). The view is quite erroneous. First, as to the 
reading “mx. This word (or, what is practically the same 
thing, 1x) is so often a corruption of 7)twx or Mx that 
when it occurs in a suspicious passage we may reasonably 
correct it into one or the other of these words. Let us also 
remember that ow has already turned out to be a cor- 
ruption of jaw. (=‘in Ishmael’), and this—if mx comes 
from 7\MwN—at once suggests to us that on.) must have 
come from jm (see on yy, x. 2). The compound name 
TTMDN yO, Ze. Yaman-Ashhur, is a very suitable gloss on 
pwwa. y is probably a redactional expansion of 3, which 
should properly be taken with wx, ze. we should read 
wed. Thus we get for the first part of v. 4,‘The Niphlites 
were (or arose) in those days in the land [Yaman-Ashhur], 
when the sons of Ha-elohim,’ etc. 

The closing words of v. 4 have also to be restored, if 
possible, to their true form. Evidently they ought to be 
explanatory. But what we now read, ‘they are the 
primeval heroes, the men of renown,’ is no explanation at 
all. Dillmann indeed informs us that the writer substitutes 
the ordinary and intelligible word on for the antiquated 
and unintelligible ovbpa; but if the terms are synonymous, 
why did he add anything? And if he was bent on a 
supplement, why did he make such a poor one? Of course, 
the ‘2 were ‘primeval’; of course, they were ‘renowned’ 
—any one could guess that. Now it so happens that the 
same qualification, odyyn wwe, occurs in a geographical note 
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in I S. xxvii. 8 (see note), where the words have arisen out 
of Syn twe; and a parallel case in Ezekiel has been 
referred to above in another connexion. Read therefore, 
‘they are the heroes who sprang from Yerahme’el’ (wx 
‘T79), which is the first part of a gloss on the ethnic term 
obpin. Two words only remain, which are co-ordinated 
with odyyn awe; these are ow (WIN. Clearly this is too 
vague to be correct. The phrase occurs again (only without 
the article) in the MT. of Num. xvi. 2, where it is used of 
the partisans of Korah, and where the original text probably 
had Sxynw won. Here, too, we may safely correct "w2r 
‘nim, ‘men of Ishmael,’ which is a suitable alternative gloss 
on the obscure ov>p. 

We are now in a better position to consider the prob- 
able origin of oSp2. It is no doubt an ethnic, and it is 
impossible that the traces of the existence of that ethnic 
should be limited to Gen. vi. 4 and Num. xiii. 33. It is 
true, there are other traces which are not clearly visible in the 
MT.; most of these have been’ mentioned above. From 
the passages in which they occur we gather that ‘ Niphlite’ 
and ‘Yerahme’elite’ or ‘Ishmaelite’ are synonymous, and 
that 5p) might be combined with synwx. Is there any 
widely attested name of a tribe or district out of which 5p 
may have arisen? There is; Lapana in Am. Tad. (see on 
xxv. 18), Laban, Libnah, Lebanon, all bear witness to the 
existence of a widespread Laban or Laphan tribe, and we 
even find in one of the traditional David-narratives a 
personal name which we can hardly help grouping with 
Nephilim and with Laban, viz. the name of Abigail’s first 
husband, Nabal (1 S. xxy. 3). I take it, therefore, that the 
name of the ancient warlike tribe, which traced its origin 
to the inferior gods, or demi-gods, might equally well be 
called Naphal and Laphan, Nabal and Laban, and that its 
original seats were in the Arabian border-land. This is a 
sufficiently illuminative result, even without our venturing 
to say what Naphal or Laphan originally meant. See, 
further, on x. 8, 9, also on xxxii. 31 (Penuel, a development 


of 5p3). 


THE SECOND AGE OF THE WORLD, BEGINNING 
WITH THE DELUGE (Gen. vi. 5—xi. 27-32). 


CHAP. vi. 5-ix. 17 (J, P). The Deluge. Although vi. 1-4 
is given by J as the introduction to the deluge-story, yet the 
tale of the marriages (vv. 1, 2) is quite distinct in its origin. 
The Babylonian deluge-story has no such introduction ; 
the legend of Kutha (quoted above), though mythological, 
has no cosmogonic connexion. At the same time, we must 
remember that the Babylonian deluge-stories, however ancient, 
are, upon the whole, not primitive. And it is permissible 
to refer to a N. American (Skidi Pawnee) myth, which, 
though it also is not quite primitive, yet contains some 
archaic details. Among these is the statement that the 
deluge was sent by the heaven-god to destroy the wicked 
giants and the monstrous animals on the first earth.’ It is 
therefore a tenable view that Gen. vi. I, 2, in an expanded 
form, was originally the introduction to a Hebrew deluge- 
story, no longer extant. 

The notion of a disharmony between the heavenly 
Beings—implied in wv. 1-3—is also very archaic. The 
germs of dualism abound in the N. American creation and 
flood stories, and in the Babylonian cosmogony they have 
grown up into an elaborate dragon-myth. Not so, indeed, in 
the deluge-story. But it may be questioned whether the 
preternatural serpents who were connected with the sub- 
terranean waters did not play a most important part in the 
primitive story out of which at length our present deluge- 
story developed. One of those races which retained the 
primitive spirit for ages after its departure or decay else- 
where—the Algonkins of N. America—represented the 


1 Dorsey, Shidi Pawnee Traditions (1894), p. 23- 
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flood as produced, not by a creator, but by the serpents, 
whose prince Michabazo (the theriomorphic creator of the 
earth and of men)’ had mortally wounded. Michabazo 
was hotly pursued by his enemies (cp. ‘the helpers of 
Rahab, Job ix. 13), but got safely to the top of the highest 
tree on the highest hill. There he saw that the subterranean 
waters were also after him; he only just escaped. After 
the subsidence of the flood he proceeded to remake the 
earth. Divers animals (including a raven) play the same 
part of assistants as at the creation. Last of all, aided by 
the badger, Michabazo obtained the mastery over the 
serpents.” 

Let no one despise ‘the day of small things.’ The tale 
has not indeed the epic grandeur of the Babylonian story, 
or the sober simplicity of the Hebrew; but it helps one 
to realise how far the human spirit has had to travel from 
its childish beginnings. Michabazo is in one aspect a 
creator, in another a Herakles or a Gilgamesh, whose 
business it is, not without risks, to clear the earth from 
monsters. The earth-maker being theriomorphic, his op- 
ponents must be so too. In a late stage of this flood-story 
a moral element appears; the flood is caused by the 
‘mighty snake’ the evil Manitu.? Dualism has developed. 

It is possible, therefore, that the deluge was originally 
thought to have been caused by the malice of the serpents, 
who saw with displeasure the orderliness of the world. 
Both in the Algonkin, and especially in the Skidi Pawnee 
and Caingang (Brazilian) myth,* the part played by birds 
reminds one of the Babylonian and Hebrew stories. This 


1 Ze. of America and its tribes. Father Hennepin long ago re- 
marked that these tribes ‘believe that the Europeans do inhabit another 
world different from theirs’ (A Mew Discovery of a vast Country in 
America, Lond. 1698, p. 49 (continuation)). 

2 Brinton, Mychs of the New World, pp. 176 ff. 

® Brinton, Zhe Lendpe and their Legends (the Walam Olum), 
1885. 

4 The Skidi Pawnee have the three birds, including the raven 
(Dorsey). The Caingang tribe finely describe the state of the survivors 
on a mountain, expecting to die, ‘when they heard the song of the 
saracura birds, who came carrying earth in baskets, and threw it into 
the waters, which slowly subsided’ (American Folklore, xviii, 223 f7). 
Mud is the creator’s usual material. 
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highly primitive form of representation suggests two points 
of capital importance: (1) that the chief actor in the scene 
was originally a bird-man (for his assistants would be like 
himself), and (2) that the deluge originally led on to a 
second creation of the world (the olive-leaf, or the branch 
of fir in the Tinné story, which the dove brings in its 
beak, is a substitute for the morsel of moist clay out of 
which the more primitive myths say that the earth was 
created), 

In these primitive stories the second creation implies 
the imperfection of the first; the creator could not at once 
have declared that all that he had made was ‘very good’ 
(Gen. i. 31), nor could his opponent Ahriman, in the Parsee 
Genesis, have spontaneously ‘commended the creatures and 
creation’ of the All-knowing Lord (Bund. i. 12). The 
acquired imperfection of the first creation is indeed implied 
in the pessimistic statement of Gen. iii. 17, ‘cursed is the 
ground for thy sake” But it was at least a tolerable 
imperfection, and even J (to whose school Gen. iii. 17 is 
due) did not venture to make the deluge in all respects a 
turning-point in earthly destinies. In this connexion the 
Guatemala myth is noteworthy. The divine creators of 
men did not all at once succeed; so the gods destroyed 
these ‘mannikins’ by a flood. Afterwards they succeeded 
too well, and had to abstract a few qualities from these 
perfect creatures, so producing normal men, the ancestors 
of the Quichés.? Here, as elsewhere, the Deity is unwilling 
that earthly men should be too nearly divine. And yet, 
for nothing less than this is the inward longing of normal 
men, and later Jewish and Iranian speculation, adopting the 
theory of world-ages, produced the grand idea of a future 
restoration of Paradise, a ‘ frashdékereti’ or renovation of the 
world? 

We have by no means exhausted the suggestions of the 
American myths. According to one form of the Tlinkit 
myth (N.W. America), their raven-hero, who is a_half- 
developed creator and the producer of the flood, recom- 
mended those who survived the flood to throw stones 


1 So Stucken. 2 Popol Vuh, cap. iii. (Stucken and Andree). 
3 De Harlez, Avesta, introd. p. clxxxv. 
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behind them, upon which a new human race would arise.’ 
How, indeed, could the wonderful increase of mankind be 
otherwise explained? The Tamanaks on the Orinoco have 
a similar flood-story ; here, however, the kernels of fruit-stones 
stand instead of ordinary stones. The Deucalion flood-story 
and the Lithuanian” agree with the Tlinkit. Surely this 
notion is highly primitive ; it springs from a time when, not 
only between gods, men, and animals, but between organised 
and unorganised life, there was no sharp distinction, the 
same breath of divinity pervading it all (cp. Dorsey, Pawnee 
Traditions, pp. 105, 260, 346). Matt. ili. 9 is, of course, 
not on the same plane of thought; here it is only by God’s 
all-mightiness that children can be raised up to Abraham. 
But the form of expression (‘children out of stones’) may 
have come down from the time when the world was young 
and men still perfectly naive. 

As a rule, the heroes of these flood-stories do not them- 
selves foresee the flood; it is sometimes a friendly animal 
who warns them. But in the flood-story of the Hare 
Indians it is the hero himself who foresees the calamity ; his 
name is fitly called Kunyan ‘the intelligent’*® We may 
compare the Babylonian hero Atra-hasis and the Hebrew 
Noah (Enoch ?) who ‘walked with Elohim, though the parallel 
is not quite complete, since both these had divine warnings. 

As to the cause of the deluge, we have seen that it was 
sometimes the discontent of the earth-producer with his 
work, sometimes the enmity of the serpents. Another 
cause, however, is mentioned in a Gippsland story. ‘Some 
children of the Kurnai, in playing about, found a turndun 
(bull-roarer), which they took home to the camp, and 
showed the women. Immediately the earth crumbled away, 
and it was all water, and the Kurnai were drowned. 
Mungun left the earth, and ascended to the sky, where he 
still remains. * The desecration of a holy mystery, ze. the 


1 Ratzel, Azst. of Mankind, ii. 148. Yelch’s own father was a 
pebble. 

2 See Stucken, Astr.-mythen, pp. 282 f. 

8 Petitot, Zvaditzons Indiennes du Canada Nord-ouest, pp. 147 f.; in 
Stucken, p. 285. 

+ Howitt, in Lang, Custom and Myth, p. 35; The Making of 
Religion, p. 196. 
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breaking of a taboo (as in Paradise), is one of the most 
natural causes of such an event. 

But Polynesian stories tell us much more than this. 
When Ruahatu, the god of the sea, forgives the penitent 
fisherman for an involuntary breach of taboo, he bids him 
take wife and child, with a single friend, and domestic 
animals, and flee to Toamarama. Now Toamarama, the 
name of a neighbouring islet, means ‘tree of the moon, 
alluding to a mythic tree which grew up to the sky. But 
the god would take his revenge. As the sun approached 
the horizon, the flood rose, and destroyed all, except 
these on Toamarama. The escaped fisherman became the 
progenitor of a new race.’ Three other clearly mythical 
names may be mentioned besides Toamarama. One is 
Pito-hiti (‘the navel of .. .’), the name of a mountain 
on Tahiti. The other two are ‘flood of the moon,’ 
and ‘flood of the eye of light’ (ze. the sun), names of 
the deluge in Hawaii and in New Zealand respectively. 
It appears as if to the happy Polynesians the sky 
appeared like a great blue sea, and the sun, moon, and 
stars (or constellations) like a man and his wife, with 
their children, or sometimes like boats carrying living 
beings (cp. Egypt).’ 

The most famous of the Greek flood-stories is that of 
Deucalion, son of Prometheus, and father of Hellen? It is 
represented as a local flood, but this is because to primitive 
myth-makers their own land is virtually the earth. The 
story appears late in literature, but must have come from a 
primitive deluge-myth, as is shown by the mention of the 
chest, the mountain of landing, the sacrifice, and, last not 
least, the incident (see above) of the ‘getting themselves 
without marriage-bed a race from stones’ (Pind. O/. ix. 44). 
Lucian’s account, however, in De ded Syr. xii. xiii., is a 
mere version of the Babylonian story. He mentions as the 
reputed founder of the temple at Bambyke (Hierapolis) 
Deucalion-Sisythes,* where Sisythes is of course the Xisuthros 


1 Ellis, Polynesian Researches, ii. 58 /. 
2 Waitz-Gerland, Anthropologie, vi. 270, 272. 
3 Cp. Usener, of. ett pp. 51 77 
4 Buttmann’s correction, tov DurvOea for tov VKvea. 
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of Berossus. The water of the deluge flowed away through 
a cleft in the earth under the temple. 

Was there, we may ask, any deluge-story in Egypt? 
Most (e.g. Dillmann, Gunkel, Driver) answer in the negative. 
Yet the Egyptian priests told Solon that there had been 
not one but many floods, and the mythic basis of the 
Egyptian cosmogony is equally valid for an Egyptian 
deluge. If in far-distant ages the waters of the abyss 
enveloped the germs of all things, how likely it was that at 
a later period of mythic history the same waters should 
have made an irruption into the ordered world! The 
serpent Apepi and the other monsters were always lying in 
wait for the god Ra (Re) as he sailed in his solar bark on 
the celestial ocean; may not the waters of the abyss have 
now and again aided the assailants, just as Sit, with whom 
Apepi is virtually one, overcame Osiris? And the ‘ Book 
of the Dead’ actually contains such a flood-story. Here is 
a passage from it: ‘And further, I am going to deface all I 
have done; this earth will become water (or, an ocean) 
through an inundation, as it was at the beginning.” No 
mention is made of the destruction of men, but the text of 
the chapter is not preserved in full. After the great flood 
we are told that Osiris was established, not without a 
struggle, as king in Heracleopolis... We also hear of a 
catastrophe called the destruction of mankind. Ra, the 
divine king of the earth, being disgusted at human 
insolence, resolved to exterminate men. A massacre 
ensued, after which, to provide a secure abode for the 
aged king, the work of creation was completed by the 
separation of earth and sky (cp. the parallel New Zealand 
myth).” 

The Phrygian myth is unimportant, because it has 
been mixed up with the Jewish. For this the large 
Jewish colonies in Asia Minor are responsible. Thus 
Apamea (Kibotos) adopted the Noah-story ; Iconium that 
of Enoch, whose name was connected with the Phrygian 
name of Navvaxos or Avvaxos. This king was said to 


1 See Naville, PSBA, 1904, pp. 250 7, 287 fF 
2 See Maspero, Dawn of Civilisation, pp. 164-168; Stucken, 
Astralmythen, pp. 119-123. 
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have lived more than three hundred years, and to have 
foretold the deluge.’ 

Had the Iranians a deluge-myth? We learn from the 
Parsee Genesis (Bund. chap. vii.) that in the second conflict 
between the good and evil creations the star Tistar (Sirius) 
produced a mighty flood. Its object was to destroy the 
noxious creatures on the as yet unpeopled earth, and it 
_lasted thirty days and thirty nights. The interesting story 
of Yima’s Paradise (cp. p. 14) has also been converted by 
late systematisers into a deluge-story. The Vara, or 
enclosure, constructed by Yima, was regarded by them as 
designed to preserve specimens of living beings from a 
deluge, after the subsidence of which the inhabitants of the 
Vara would come forth, and arrange a better world. But in 
the original, which is distinguished by its metrical character, 
the calamity to be avoided is, not a flood, but a dire winter 
at the end of the world.’ 

The Indian story exists in several forms. The earliest 
is that in the Satapatha Brahmana. It is stated here that 
Manu, the first man, the son of the sun-god Vivasvant, 
found one.day, in bathing, a small fish, which asked for 
tendance, and promised in return to deliver Manu in the 
flood that should come. The fish grew to such a size that 
it had to be carried to the sea, where it revealed to Manu 
the time of the flood, and bade him make a ship. This was 
done, and Manu (alone) embarked. His vessel was towed 
by the supernatural fish (to whose horn it was fastened) to 
the summit of the northern mountain, where, at the command 
of the fish, Manu bound it toa tree. As the waters sank, 
Manu came down; he then sacrificed and prayed. At the 
end of a year his prayer was granted: he saw before him a 
woman, who called herself his daughter Ida (goddess of 
fertility). No mention is here made of sin as the cause of 
the flood. In the Mahabharata a fuller account is given. 


1 Sée Pilcher, PSBA xxv. (1903), 225-233; Cheyne, &. &2d., col. 
1066 ; and Usener, Die Sintfluthsagen, p. 48, note 3; the two latter for 
references. 

2 See Geldner, in Kuhn’s Zeztschrift, xxv. 179 #73; and cp. 
Darmesteter’s note, SBE iv. 16. Stucken (p. 95) has failed to observe 
this. 
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Here Manu is accompanied by the seven ‘rishis,’ doubtless 
in order that the religious tradition may be handed on. 
Seeds are also taken in~the ship. The mystery of the 
horned fish, too, finds its explanation. He is the god 
Brahma, and communicates to Manu the power of creating 
both gods and men. This flood is said to have lasted 
many years. A third account, that in the Bhagavata 
Purana, is very late and of a composite character; Jewish 
influence can be detected. 

The Babylonian story exists in two principal forms, 
which are the local traditions of Sippar and Shurippak * 
respectively. The hero of the former is called Xisuthros, a 
Greek contraction of Hasis-atra = Atra-hasis, ‘the very wise,’ 
a title of the favoured man in the Gilgamesh epic (xi. 196). 
Warned in a dream by Kronos (Bel), he built a ship and 
embarked, accompanied by wife, daughter, friends, and 
steersman. He also took with him quadrupeds and birds. 
When asked whither he went, he was bidden to answer, ‘To 
the gods, to pray for good things for men. How long the 
flood lasted, we are not told. On its cessation he sent out 
some of the birds, three separate times. The first time they 
returned; also the second time, with muddied feet; the 
third time they failed to return. Seeing that the ship had 
grounded on a certain mountain, Xisuthros now disembarked 
with his wife and daughter, and the steersman, and sacrificed, 
after which he and his companions disappeared. Those 
who had remained on the ship now in their turn disembarked, 
and called him by name. But a voice from heaven ad- 
monished them to fear God; Xisuthros himself, because of 
his piety, had gone to dwell with the gods, and this honour 
was shared by his companions. They themselves were bidden 
to return to Babylon, to take up the writings deposited by 
Xisuthros at Sippar, and to distribute these among men. 
The land in which they then were was Armenia. 

I have given this at some length because the Berossian 
account seems to have been somewhat neglected. Six 


1 Prof. F. C. Burkitt identifies Shurippak (a place on the Euphrates) 
with Sarbog, which occurs in a Syriac hymn (Journ. of Theol. Studies, 
Oct. 1902); so also G. Hoffmann (according to Jensen, AB vi. 481, 
who opposes this view). 
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points of importance have to be noticed. (1) Bel, not Ea, 
gives warning of the deluge. The other flood-story is ‘a 
glorification of Ea at the expense of Bel’ (Jastrow). (2) 
The whole of mankind (ze. at any rate all Babylonia), not 
merely a particular city, is to be overwhelmed. (3) The 
hero of the deluge is the tenth of the Babylonian kings 
who are mentioned by this writer. (4) The hero himself 
anticipates his apotheosis. (5) The birds return the second 
time with mud on their feet—a faint trace of a detail found 
in several archaic N. American stories, viz. that a morsel of 
mud is brought back by a bird for the use of the earth- 
former (see p. 126). (6) In the time of Berossus (¢. 280 B.C.) 
the mountain on which the ark grounded was supposed to 
be in Armenia. (7) The authority for the fundamentals 
of Babylonian hierology (set forth in ‘the writings’) is 
said to date back to the times before the deluge. Cp. the 
seven ‘rishis’ who accompanied Manu. Possibly enough a 
similar statement (now lost) was made respecting the sacred 
lore of the Israelites. In Enoch Ixxii. 1, Methu-selah is 
commanded to ‘preserve the books from his father’s hands 
and commit them to the generations of the world’ In this 
part of Genesis, however, the only revelation expressly 
mentioned is that in chap. ix. 

The setting given to the deluge-story in Berossos is 
therefore of special interest. Xisuthros closes the age of 
primitive revelations. He is one of those ‘old sages’ to 
whose utterances later hierologists appeal as their authorities.’ 
He is also a king, for perfect wisdom is the characteristic 
of kings (Prov. viii. 15). In fact, he and his predecessors 
correspond to the king of the divine city, which we must, I 
think, postulate on the summit of the mountain of Elohim 
spoken of in Ezek. xxviii. 12 7 Doubtless Xisuthros is 
represented by Berossos as king of Babylon, but so too, we 
may observe, the demi-god of Ezek. xxviii. must have been 
represented by Yerahme’elite writers as king of Missor, and 
it may be of this hero that Jewish writers are thinking when 
they describe the ideal king of the future.’ 


1 Zimmern, KAT, p. 537. 
2 See Isa. xi. 1-9, noting the reference to restored Paradise. 
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A very different setting is given to the deluge-story in 
the Gilgamesh epic. The hero called Gilgamesh has taken 
a long and difficult journey to find his ancestor Ut-napishtim, 
and on his arrival asks this personage how he found 
entrance into ‘the assembly of the gods’ and ‘sought life.’ 
To which Ut-napishtim replies :— 


I will open to thee, O Gilgamesh ! a secret thing, 
And the decision of the gods will I tell thee. 


He then gives an elaborate, poetical description of the 
deluge, which has been so often repeated that I may 
assume it to be well known. 

There are, however, several points of detail which 
deserve attention. Thus, Ut-napishtim is evidently a plain 
citizen of Shurippak ; how, indeed, should a king of Babylon 
dwell at Shurippak? But his personal importance is not 
slight ; he is both rich and pious, and closely connected 
with the god Ea, just as his father Ubar-tutu is with Ea’s 
son, Marduk (Tutu = Marduk). Ea, supported by Ishtar, 
is the patron of humanity; but other gods, notably Bel, 
are hostile to mankind. It is Ea (not Bel, as in Berossus) 
who warns Ut-napishtim in a dream, and tells him to build 
a ship (ezfpu), meaning perhaps a flat-bottomed skiff with 
upturned edges, such as is still used on the Euphrates. Its 
dimensions are to be carefully planned, and Ut-napishtim 
is further directed to take ‘seeds of a living being of all 
kinds’ The ‘Very Wise’ interprets these commands 
intelligently, not forgetting to take a store of bitumen 
(kupru, 7ddu) in case of needful repairs. After a feast, he 
puts on board all his silver and gold (going beyond his 
orders), his whole household, cattle, and wild beasts (grass- 
eaters, as an independent document states), also skilled 
artificers, to restore the old civilisation. A sign is given 
to him that he may embark and shut the door. A striking 
polytheistic passage follows, describing the storm-flood 
(abubu); the gods who took no part in it ‘cowered like 
dogs’ and ‘went up to the heaven of Anu.’ Six days and 
nights the storm-flood lasts; then a calm sets in. Ut- 
napishtim opens the air-hole (window), and sadly surveys 
the scene. After twelve (double hours ?) the vessel grounds 
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on the mountain of Nisir.. There it remains six full days. 
On the morning of the seventh day Ut-napishtim sends out 
at intervals a dove, a swallow, and a raven. The first two 
return, but not the third—a signal for Ut-napishtim to 
leave the ship. Then he offers a sacrificial victim and 
incense, to the boundless delight of the minor gods. 


The gods inhaled the odour, 
The gods inhaled the sweet odour, 
The gods gathered like flies about the sacrificer.? 


After a dispute with some of the other gods, Bel becomes 
reconciled. This is how he blesses Ut-napishtim and his 
wife :— 

Formerly Ut-napishtim was a man ; 


Now shall Ut-napishtim and his wife be accounted like us, the gods. 
Ut-napishtim shall dwell afar off, at the mouth of the streams. 


‘Then, the hero adds, ‘they brought me afar off; at the 
mouth of the streams they caused me to dwell’ 

We now see the significance of the hero’s name, Ut- 
napishtim, z.e. ‘he saw (or found) life’ It was the mighty 
word of Bel which changed him from human to divine. 
True, this was supplemented by translation. He was 
taken to a distant spot, where, as it seems, the gods some- 
times assembled ; it is obscurely described here as ‘at the 
mouth of the streams.’ Here there was water which could 
make the sick whole, and a magic plant, difficult to get, 
which could make the old young, but no park of wonderful 
trees such as Gilgamesh found at an earlier point. Where, 
the prosaic reader may ask, was this highly favoured place 
situated ? 

One may first of all think of the two cuneiform passages* 
in which the phrase ‘the mouth of the streams’ means the 
district where the Euphrates and the Tigris join the Persian 


1 Jensen also suggests the reading Nimush or Nimus (Das Gilg. 
Epos, p. 43, note 2). He thinks too (p. 45) that Berossus put the 
mountain in the neighbourhood of the Jebel Jiidi. Sayce (Exp. Times, 
Nov. 1906, p. 72, note 1) seems to place Nisir here. 

2 The minor gods seem not much respected by the poet. Contrast 
Gen. viii. 21 (J), which is quite naively expressed. 

3 Jensen, Kosmologie, p. 213. 
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Gulf, and in one of which Eridu (the city sacred to Ea) is 
also mentioned. But surely an island opposite Eridu can 
hardly be intended here ;1 the god Bel emphatically says 
that the place is far away, and Gilgamesh (who goes to 
visit Ut-napishtim) gives a thrilling account of the perils of 
his journey. Let us take a hint from Enoch. When this 
personage says (Eth. Enoch xvii. 10) that he saw ‘the 
mouths of all the rivers of the earth and the mouth of the 
deep, he means the mythical ocean-stream which surrounds 
the earth, and receives all its rivers and seas. So, too, Bel 
must surely mean a spot at the ‘end of the earth,’ on the 
ocean-stream. Was it Socotra, an island on the coast of 
S. Arabia, supposed to be that referred to in the Egyptian 
tale of the shipwrecked mariner, translated by Maspero? 
This view has been advanced by Hommel.? Jensen, how- 
ever, is of opinion® that even S. Arabia is not sufficiently 
distant, and that some land or island in the far west is 
meant. He thinks that the phrase ‘the mouth of the 
streams’ was perhaps suggested by the Straits of Gibraltar, 
and further reminds us of ‘Elishah’ in Gen. x. 4, which is 
mentioned together with ‘ Tarshish’ (S. Spain ?), and, accord- 
ing to him, means N.W. Africa,* and is connected with the 
mythic name Elysium. 

Certainly it is plausible enough to suppose that the 
translated Ut-napishtim dwelt in an Elysium in the far 
west like that of the Aryan peoples and like the Egyptian 
Amenti. But Hommel’s view is not in itself impossible. 
The southern ocean may quite conceivably be intended. 
Arabia was much more real to the early Babylonians than 
the far west, and if Hommel is correct,’ they sometimes 

1 In KB vi. 481, Das Gilg. Epos, i. 40, note 1, Jensen expresses 
the opinion that Ut-napishtim, the favourite of Ea, must reside in Ea’s 
city, so that Shurippak would be a name either for Eridu, or at least for 


a part of Eridu. If so, Jensen’s older view, though widely held, is out 
of the question. 

2 AHT, pp. 35 f- The ‘waters of death’ in the epic may, he 
thinks, be in the Straits of Bab-el-Mandeb, where, in fact, there are 
numerous islands. Against Hommel, see Bertholet, Dée Gejilde der 
Seligen (1903), pp. 17 f- 

8 KB vi. 506 f.; Das Gilg. Epos, p. 33. 

4 Against this view, see on Gen. x. 

5 G7. Pp. 0815) 250: 
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(alluding to its frankincense) even called the whole of 
Arabia the ‘land of God.” A third view, however, deserves 
careful consideration. It is clearly implied in the Gilgamesh 
epic that Ut-napishtim was admitted to the assembly (pu/ru) 
of the gods. Why may not heroes like this Babylonian 
Enoch, who escaped death, have had (according to the 
earlier view) a mansion on the mountain of the gods 
(p72)? It is\ true» the phrase ‘at’ the mouth’ of the 
streams’ points to a residence on some ocean-island. But 
inconsistent statements, belonging to different ages and 
writers, ought not to surprise us. Gilgamesh himself, as 
the deputy of Shamash,’ must also have joined the divine 
assembly. 

It is one of the most striking differences between the 
story in Genesis and that in the Gilgamesh epic that 
whereas, in the latter, the hero of the deluge passes away 
alive from the world of toiling mortals, in the former he 
becomes the head of the second human race. If, however, 
my contention is justified, and ‘Noah’ is really miswritten 
for ‘ Handék, there must have been a time when the Canaanite 
or Yerahme’elite deluge-story closed with the statement that 
the God Yerahme’el took this wise and righteous man to 
the mountain of the Divine Beings. 

Do the two stories also differ as regards the mountain 
where the ark or boat grounded? The epic tells us that it 
was the mountain of Nisir; a land or mountain so called is, 
in fact, referred to in the inscriptions. It appears that this 
Nisir lay in Media, east of the Lower Zab. Berossus, how- 
ever, asserts that the unnamed mountain was in Armenia.” 
And what says the Priestly Writer (P) in Genesis? He 
tells’ us that ‘the ark rested . .. on the mountains’ of 
Ararat’ (Gen. viii. 4). Does ‘ Ararat’ here mean Armenia ? 
We may, indeed, plausibly connect it with Urartu, a region 
which forms part of the modern Armenia. Nisir, however, 
is not in Urartu. Is it certain, then, that ‘ Ararat’ really 
stood in the writing from which P draws? We shall have 
to return to this question a little later. 

J and P also differ. Note, ¢g., the non-mention in J 


1 See the hymn in KB vi. 267. 
2 For Jensen’s and Sayce’s views, see p. 135, note I. 
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of the rainbow (see ix. 12-16, P). This non-mention is 
specially strange, because the words ‘I do set my bow in 
the cloud’ (cp. Ezek. i. 28), from their mythical appearance, 
would be expected in the older narrative. We must re- 
member, however, (1) that late writings often contain very 
primitive details, and (2) that the origin of the rainbow 
finds no place in the Babylonian creation-epic. In what 
may possibly be a fragment of that epic (KB vi. 33) we do 
indeed find the bow of Marduk referred to. Anu and the 
other gods, we are told, admired this bow, and the former 
appointed as its third name ‘ Bow-(star).1 One can under- 
stand that war-gods like Marduk in Babylonia, Kuzah in 
Arabia” Yahweh in Canaan (Ps. Ixxvii. 13; Hebsuiiigo) 
and Indra in India should have bows, and that when the 
battle was over, the bow should be hung up in the sky. 
But it is surely Sirius, and not the rainbow, to which such 
myths refer. Nor is there any suggestion in P’s deluge- 
story that Yahweh has been shooting his arrows. Indeed, 
the rainbow seems to be created at the end of the deluge 
as a symbol of Yahweh’s pledge that he will not cause 
another similar catastrophe. The Greek Iris is really 
nearer to the ‘bow in the cloud’—lIris, who is the in- 
terpreter of the divine counsels. The notion that the 
rainbow is the bridge* (Edda) or path® (Tahitian myth) of 
the gods lies further off. Nor is it important to quote the 
Lithuanian deluge-story (see p. 127), in which the rainbow 
appears as a comforter and counsellor of the survivors from 
the deluge. 

The accounts also differ as to the duration of the flood. 
P makes it 365 days, ze. a solar year (cp. Enoch’s age, 
v. 23), while J, if the text may be accepted, made it forty 
days and nights—the time of the Pleiades,—after which he 


1 [t is true Ishtar (as the goddess of war) is, properly speaking, the 
divinity of the Bow-star. See KAT), p. 426. 

2 Passages from the Hfamdsa, etc., in Tuch, ZDMG, 1849, pp. 
200 f.; cp. Hommel, Gm p. 165. 

3 Cp. Job xxxvill. 36, where for mn» we should read nmn, or rather 
nnn, ‘the lance-star, and, for »2v, nvp, ‘the bow-(star).’ See Cheyne, 
SEL 189 om pp loAy. 

4 Grimm, Deutsche Mythologie, pp. 694, 696. 

5 Waitz-Gerland, Anthropologie, vi. 268. 
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allows two periods of seven days before the patriarch leaves 
the ark. The epic gives only seven days for the duration 
of the flood, after which the ship remains six full days on 
the mountain of Nisir (see above). It is possible that in an 
older form of the Babylonian story the deluge may have 
been made to last 365 days; P may represent a much 
more archaic tradition than even the Babylonian epic. 
Whether the Hebrew term 1m, “chest? (= ark’), is) or!is 
not, more ancient than the Babylonian e/zppu, ‘ship, is a 
question which may be variously answered. 

It is needless to compare the several accounts more 
fully. The task has been accomplished by my predecessors,’ 
Nor need I spend time on bringing out the wide difference 
between the religious spirit of the Babylonian and that 
of the Hebrew narratives. That the latter has been pro- 
foundly influenced in its details by the former is plain, but 
Israelite piety has to a large extent purified the deluge- 
tradition from its dross. It still remains, however, to state 
what view I take of the history and significance of this 
much-edited story, and to justify this, so far as is necessary, 
by the solution of textual problems. On the relation of 
the deluge-story to that of Sodom and Gomorrah, see on 
chap. xix. 

The history of the myth falls for us into three parts: 
I. The development which issued in the various Babylonian 
versions; II. The development of the Indian flood-story ; 
and III. The development of the Hebrew stories conven- 
tionally assigned to J and P. 

I. The story in the epic is, no doubt, the fullest which 
Babylonia has given us. But there are also two other 
texts which apparently refer to the same version of the 
deluge-tradition—a version which is distinct from that 
expressed in the Gilgamesh epic. All these versions (in- 
cluding the Berossian) must have developed out of a much 
shorter and simpler myth. Some mythic details were 
inserted in this older myth, others were omitted or modified, 
and to the story thus produced there was applied what may 
be called a mythic theory respecting events supposed to 

1 See especially Gunkel. I would also refer to ‘Deluge’ in £zc. 
Bib. and Enc, Brit. 
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have occurred in the heavens. In sketching the older and 
shorter myth, it is permissible to take suggestions from 
those myths of N. America which open a door, as hardly any 
others equally do, into the mind of primitive man. Accept- 
ing this licence, we may suppose that older myth to have run 
somewhat as follows :—‘ The earth (a small enough earth, 
doubtless) and its inhabitants proved so imperfect that the 
beneficent superhuman Being who had created it, or perhaps 
another such Being, determined to remake it. He there- 
fore summoned the serpent or dragon who controlled the 
cosmic ocean, and had been subjugated at creation, to 
overwhelm the earth, after which the creator remade it 
better, and the survivor and his family became the ancestors 
of a new human race.’ ! 

Another representation, however, is not impossible. 
Adopting a suggestion from one of the N. American sources, 
we may suppose it to have been said that the serpent, of 
his own accord, having escaped destruction, maliciously 
(cp. Rev. xii. 15) flooded that poor little earth, but was 
again overcome by the greater Being; or again, that the 
serpent, after filling the inhabited earth with deeds of 
violence, was at length slain by his opponent, and that the 
streaming out of his blood produced a deluge.? There is 
nothing rash in either of these or in the preceding con- 
jectures. How can the first flood (issuing in creation) have 
had its dragon or serpent, and the second (issuing in a 
renovated world) have had none? There is even an old 
mythological text (recopied late) in which, probably at 
least, the year of the deluge is called ‘the year of the raging 
(or, red-shining) serpent. ® 

Among the minor details of this older myth we may prob- 
ably include the following :—(1) The warning of the wise and 
practical hero of the flood by animals ; (2) the construction 
of a raft or rude skiff to contain the hero and his family, 
and also animals; (3) the despatch of three birds, not 
(originally) to see in which direction dry land lay, but to 
bring either mud or some branch of a tree, for the creator, 


1 Article ‘Deluge,’ Ec. Brit. 
2 See the mythological text described in KAZ, pp. 498 f 
8 Ibid, p. 554. 
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in his skill, to convert into the land with all its variety of 
furniture ; and (4) the landing on a mountain. Only a few 
comments: are) necessary here. Thus, as to (1), in the 
Indian myth it is the sacred fish which warns Manu of the 
flood ; in the N. American myths it is an eagle or a coyote 
(a kind of wolf). As to (2), Uséner’ has shown how 
common the story is of a divine child cast into the sea in 
a box. One is tempted to think originally the hero of the 
Canaanite deluge-story may have been a divine child (cp. 
Rev. xii. 4); the apotheosis of the hero of the Babylonian 
story is clearly a modification of the original myth. As to 
(3), compare the Caingang story, quoted above, and that of 
the Tlatlasik Indians, where the diving-bird (one of three 
sent out) returns with a branch of a fir-tree, out of which 
O’meatl makes mountains, earth, and heaven.” As to (4), 
the mountain doubtless grew in wonderfulness as time went 
on. Originally, no doubt, it was imagined as some very 
high mountain in the known world. But afterwards, in 
Babylonia, it was probably identified with the mountain 
where the puhur ilénd, ‘assembly of the gods, was held; 
‘ Nisir’ (p. 135) might mean ‘guard, ‘watch. This throws a 
light on the reward of the hero Ut-napishtim, which was 
probably (in the original story) not Elysium, but Olympus. 

We can also well believe that a simple didactic element 
very soon found its way into the story. The necessity of 
maintaining primitive customs and ¢aboos would seem to the 
priests to be a sufficient reason for modifying the story, so 
that it might run somewhat as we find it in the Gippsland 
myth already recorded. Possibly the sacrifices were in need 
of encouragement; hence the stress laid in the chief Baby- 
lonian story on the delight of the gods when the hero 
Ut-napishtim offered his sacrifice. 

More extensive alteration became necessary when the 
agricultural stage of society was reached. It was natural 
that men should now take a keener interest in celestial 
phenomena. In some countries an astrological science, or 
quasi-science, arose. Still more common was a thorough- 
going revision of the inherited myths of origins. According 


1 Die Sintfluthsagen (1899), pp. 81-108, 115-127. 
2 Stucken, Astralmtyhen, pp. 233 f 
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to Schirren,! the New Zealand cosmogonies are properly 
myths of sunrise, and the deluge-stories myths of sunset. 
It is at any rate a probable theory, long since accepted by 
the present writer, and after him by Zimmern,’ that the 
deluge-stories of Polynesia, early Babylonia, and India 
were accommodated, at a certain stage of culture, to an 
imaginative conception of the sun and moon as voyagers 
on the celestial ocean, and to a large extent recast. When 
these stories in their new form had been for some time 
in circulation, rationalistic thinkers obtained the recon- 
version of the sky-myths into earth-myths, and observa- 
tion of the damage wrought in winter by excessive rains 
and inundations suggested the introduction of corresponding 
details into the new earthly deluge-myth. But Ut-napishtim, 
who corresponds to Marduk in the parallel story of the fight 
with Tiamat, could not altogether put off his solar-mythical 
character. There is also another vestige of the original 
celestial myth in the statement (KB vi. 237) that the gods, 
after cowering like dogs, ascended (by the steps of the 
zodiac) to the highest’ (ze. most northerly)* heaven, the 
heaven of Anu (p. 134). Here alone could they feel 
themselves secure. 

II. As to the development of the Indian flood-story. It 
is a great subject of debate whether this story is dependent 
or not on the Babylonian. For my own part, I think it 
‘unlikely that such a gifted race as the Aryans of India 
should not have produced its own flood-story out of the 
same primeval germs which grew up into the earliest 
Babylonian flood-story, and almost inconceivable that in 
its second form the Indian story should not have become 


1 Wandersagen der Neuseelinder (1856), p. 193. 

2 See '‘ Deluge,’ Lac. Bz, 1877, and § 18, Ane. Bib, 1899; 
Waitz-Gerland, Avzthropologie, vi. 270-273 (1872). After a long 
interval, this has been sanctioned by Zimmern, KAT), p. 355, and 
Winckler, AOF, 3rd ser. 1. 96, For a more elaborate form of this 
theory, involving the supposition that add means not only a storm- 
flood (p. 134) but a light-flood, see Jensen, KB vi. 332 f£, 563 4; Das 
Gilg. Epos, pp. 118% Cp. also Jeremias, ATAO, pp. 134-136; 
Usener, of. cz7. p. 239. 

3 Cp. the Hebrew phrase ‘the heavens of heavens,’ Dt. x. 14, 1 K. 
viii, 27, 2 Chr. il. 5, Ps. cxlvili. 7, and see Jeremias, 4 7-AO, pp. 10, 27. 
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adapted to what may be called the celestial mythic theory. 
The phrase “the northern mountain” for the place where the 
ship grounded may quite well be the name of an earthly 
substitute (the epic has, “the highest summit of the 
Himalaya”) for the mythic mountain of heaven. Nor is 
it unimportant that Manu is the son of the sun-god, and 
that the phrase “the seven rishis” in classical Sanskrit is 
a designation of the seven stars of the Great Bear, 

III. With regard to the Canaanite or N. Arabian flood- 
story which we must suppose to have been adopted by the 
Israelites, we may probably venture to hold that it had 
previously passed through more than one stage. First of 
all, it may have grown up independently from the same 
simple germs which we have assumed for the _ primitive 
Babylonian myth. Then this old story may have been 
recast, in deference to a popular impulse, by the priests of 
some leading Israelitish sanctuary. Of course, it was the 
earth as known to the myth-framers that was represented 
as having been overwhelmed, and the chief stress would be 
laid on the effect of the flood on the country where the 
myth-framers lived, ze. in the one case Babylonia, and in 
the other Arabia. I think that a keener textual criticism 
shows that in the underlying, earlier text of the Hebrew 
deluge-stories the land of ‘the Arabians and Yerahme’elites’ 
was distinctly spoken of, and that the ‘ark’ was repre- 
sented as settling on ‘the mountains of Ashtar’ In this 
view, though it may shock inherited prejudices, there is 
nothing which can be called paradoxical. The Israelites 
(if the phrase may be used) certainly sojourned in N. Arabia. 
It is inevitable to suppose that they borrowed myths from 
its inhabitants, and even if their chief debt was to the more 
northern Canaanites, yet these Canaanites themselves, being 
of the Yerahme’elite stock, must have possessed, in some 
form, the Yerahme’elite myths. 

That the god who sent the deluge was Yerahme’el 
would at once become highly probable if we might follow 
@, and in certain passages restore ‘Yahweh-Elohim’ for a 
simple ‘Yahweh’ or ‘Elohim. At any rate, we can hardly 
doubt that 395-5» in vi. 6 and viii. 21 ultimately comes 
from Seon? by (inking forms Syn, Sy, and Palm. 
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Syan), so that in vi. 6 we should read, ‘and El Yerahme’el 
was grieved, and in viii. 21 (omitting the second mT as 
redactional) ‘and El Yerahme’el said,—unless, indeed, 
‘El Yerahme'el’ is to be'taken here asa) periectly cornece 
gloss on ‘Yahweh.’ For ‘Yahweh’ and ‘ Yerahme’el, the 
early writers held, both in deliberation and in action were 
one. Certainly ya5-5x is absurd. ‘Yahweh‘ in council 
speaks not ‘to his heart (?)’ but to his fellow (or fellows). 

We now turn to the hero of the deluge. As we have 
seen (p. 115), his true name is, not Noah, but Hanédk—a 
well-attested N. Arabian name. The parallelism between 
v. 24a and the closing words of vi. g is decisive. The 
ideal righteous man, who alone deserved to be saved, was 
Hanék. It was he who was ‘a righteous man and blameless 
in his ways, + not Noah. Shem, Ham, and Yepheth, how- 
ever, are not sons of Handk, but of Noah or Naham (cp. 
v. 29), the vine-dresser, of whom we read strange things in 
ix. 20-27. As in the Babylonian deluge-story, the names 
of the sons of the hero found no place in the original 
Hebrew narrative. See on xix: 18 7, x. I. 

We can now offer a better explanation of the obscure 
word 5yan7 supposed to mean ‘deluge. In vi. 17 the God 
announces that he will bring upon the land ow Syanm-me. 
According to most scholars, 5° (as also in vii. 6) is a gloss 
on the archaic 5yap, though in v. 17 Sievers takes the 
reverse course, and Hommel points ov. Syan, however, 
has not hitherto been satisfactorily explained. May it not 
have come from 5 yn (cp. Syriac), which is a possible cor- 
ruption of Syor, © being duplicated as in nop? In an 
earlier form of the Hebrew deluge-story Synn (Sya9) was a 


1 For yma (hardly ‘among his contemporaries’) in vi. 9 we may 
perhaps read yo112. This occurred to me before Winckler gave it, with 
an astral interpretation, in dO/ xxi. 396. Surely we must not (with 
BDB) defend MT.’s reading by Judg. ili. 2, where nm is not only itself 
difficult to interpret, but occurs in a plainly disordered context (see Cviz, 
Bib. ad loc.). The alternative is to read m2 = neva, ‘in Ashtor.’ 

2 See Cheyne, Psalms", pp. 379 f.; E. Bib., col. 1061, note 1, and 
especially Zimmern, ZDMG lvill. 953 f For abubu=mabbuil the 
latter compares 7 9yn and BeeAfeBovaA, a comparison which is all the 
more appropriate if 27 and 2 come ultimately from ‘nw. See Crit. 


Bio. P. 353: 
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gloss on panm. It was on the land of Yerahme’el that the 
deluge was sent. Read, therefore, in vi. 17 payn-Sy. oot, 
and in vii. 6 ‘a-5y ~ opm, in each case with the marginal 
note Synrmp>. Sao has the same Origin © ins) 1) Bases Wee 
Ps. xxix. 10." In the other Genesis passages (Vil: 7 Aeros 
ix. I1) it means ‘deluge, through a mistake of redactors, 
who possibly derived 5y29 from 5ya, supposed by them to 
mean ‘rain. Cp. also Isa. liv. 9, mM». 

This result fits in with the probable results of criticism 
in vil. 4, I2 (cp.v. 17). It is of course fosszble that the 
seven days’ rain in the best-known Babylonian deluge- 
story was magnified in the Hebrew story into a rain of 
‘forty days and forty nights.’ But considering how often 
Dwaw and omy (or Wy?) are confounded (see on ii. 10, 
Judg. iii. 11, v. 31, viii. 28, etc.),? oy» and jm (see p. 6, note 3), 
m5%5 and Sxnorm (see on 2 K. viii. 21, Ps. Ixxiv. 16), we 
may venture to read Synr ayy yo? Wy, a combination of 
two glosses on pant. Note that in viii. 6 oy x8 ppo 
is due to the redactor, who had before him vii. 4 and 12 in 
their corrupt form, and may also have inserted ov ‘aN in 
vii. 17. See, further, on viii. 6. 

Another curious word in the Hebrew story is oyp 
(vii. 4, 23), which SDS explains ‘substance, existence,’ 
admitting, however, that the word seems to be used in a 
‘more limited sense’ in Dt. xi. 6. But one may ask, Why 
should the writer of Dt. xi. 6 have used a word meaning 
‘existence’ when he only meant ‘men’? Remembering 
the names oy, pap, and ops, may we not plausibly suppose 
that oy has come from omy? The words which follow 
pp [7] are, in v. 23, “tem ~2D-dy Wwe, but in v. 4, ‘(Mwy IWR 
‘ax. 20 Syn, and in v. 23 there is a warning Pasek both 
before and after twx. Surely, as often, 1x should be rx, 
and ‘nw should be nts (a variant to rx). Probably 
we should harmonise v. 4 and v. 23, Ze, read or~-S>-mx 
Sy77 12p-5yn, with a double gloss ‘ Asshur, Ashtar.’ 

It is interesting to notice that probably there is a 
correct marginal gloss on py. In the strange expression * 


1 Read dwn [vey]. 2 Cp. E. Bib., ‘Moses,’ § 11. 
3 The middle part of v. 23 is a redactional supplement (see 
Kautzsch-Socin). »* ‘Der wunderliche Ausdruck,’ says Gunkel. 
. 10 
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on my now) (vii. 22), mM may be a corruption of ‘TM, 
z.e. orm (the original of ny). Cp. on i. 20. 

A still more interesting confirmation of the view that 
the deluge-story is Yerahme’elite may now be produced. 
It has been already remarked by Driver (Geneszs, p. 106, 
on viii. 4), ‘Why in P the “mountains of Ararat” appear in 
place of Nisir [see ASurbanipal’s legend], must remain 
matter of conjecture’ And why the vague expression 
‘mountains’? Tiele’ identifies ‘ Ararat’ with ‘ Nisir, and 
explains the former name as shortened from Hara-berezaiti 
(the mountain Elburz). Most, however, identify it with 
Urartu, which, sometimes at least, included most of the 
later Armenia. Neither view is satisfactory. It is shown 
on x. 3 that ‘ Ashkenaz, which was certainly near ‘ Ararat’ 
(see Jer. li. 27), has come from ‘ Asshur-kenaz, and is the 
name of a region of N. Arabia, and a careful study of 2 K. 
xix. 37 in its context, and in the light of other discoveries, 
shows that »wN must also be a N. Arabian name, and 
comparing Mx (see on Neh. vii. 45) and mywy (see on 
Num. xxxii. 3) we can hardly help tracing ‘Ararat’ to 
‘Ashtar’? (amwx). That the mountain of the ark should 
have been placed, in the Hebrew story, in Armenia is 
certainly most improbable. Possibly ‘ Lubar,’ the name of 
the mountain in Jubilees, chaps. v. and x., comes from San 
=n. At any rate, it-is as good as certain that the 
mountain on which the ark rested according to the Hebrew 
story (P and probably J)* was Mount Ashtar, for the 
situation of which, so far as it can be described from the 
oldentextsee-on DEN 17: 

Let us now turn to some of the minor details. In 
vi. 14, KS and Gunkel give us, ‘ Build thyself an ark (KS, 


1 £. Bib, ‘Ararat, § 3. Sanda, however (Untersuch. p. 35, ap. 
Déller), combines ‘Ararat’ with the cuneiform Arardi, a ‘mighty 
mountain range’ in the Kardu region. For the ordinary view see 
Friedr. Murad, Ararat uw. Masis (1900). 

2 The bené Ater in Neh. vii. 45 occur among the ompy, but the 
original reading doubtless was onvx, Asshurites. This confirms the 
view given above of ‘wx. ‘Ater’ also occurs in the Assuan Jewish- 
Aramaic inscriptions, E 3 (fifth century). 

3 J too must have said that the ark rested on a mountain. Cp. 
Wellh. CH, p. 6. 
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“ship”) of pine-wood ; of nought but chambers shalt thou 
make it. ‘Of pine-wood’ is not at all adequate. 792 xy 
must mean the timber of some special tree used in building 
such large and important objects as the ‘ark, not of Moses, 
but of Noah (Hanék). We cannot determine botanically 
what the tree referred to was, unless indeed by some easy 
text-emendation of the ordinary type we can turn 4} into 
some word which represents or suggests some ascertained 
tree, such as would be used for the specified purpose either 
in Palestine or in N. Arabia. I do not, however, see how 
this feat is to be performed.' We must therefore make use 
of recent experience of the newer textual criticism. We 
have found that tree-names in Hebrew are often in reality 
applied names of people or regions. Thus omy wy (Ex. 
XxXv. 10 etc.) ultimately comes to mean ‘ Sephathite timber’; 
of this, according to P, the dron (‘ark’) was made. 
Similarly, ond ‘xy has been shown to mean ‘ Yerah- 
me’elite timber, great quantities of which were brought 
by Hiram and Solomon, not from Ophir, but perhaps 
trom ‘the N.. Arabian mountains’ (see Crzz. B2b. p. 331, 
cp. 384). And we only really understand the familiar 
phrase ja» py when we see it to have come from joy py, 
“tree of Ra‘aman,’ ze. ‘of Yerahme’el, with which compare 
yow py (Neh. viii. 15), from jow py, ‘tree of Yishman,’ ze. 
‘of Ishmael.’ 15} then is, at any rate, a corruption of some 
well-known N. Arabian name, most probably of 193,” for 
wiiemre pon Hb, 2° K.oxtx.135, .andvon o7a, 25+: 
xxii. 14. 02 is one of those numerous corruptions of 
Sxom which early obtained an independent existence (see 
(on x. 2)—Now as to another critical error. All that 
the critics dispute about is whether op should be read 
only once (as Sievers) or twice (as Olsh., Lag., etc.). It is 
apparently not questioned that jp, ‘nest, can also mean 
‘cell’ or ‘chamber. The truth is, that op is wrong, and 

1 The attempts to illustrate 15: from Babylonian-Assyrian, referred 
to in &. Bzb., ‘Gopher,’ are of no use unless it may be held that the 
Hebrew deluge-story is directly dependent on a cuneiform record. The 
probability of this attractive view must, however, I am afraid, now be 


regarded as very small. 
2 The presence of 752 at the end of v. 14 may, in the present case, 


have facilitated the corruption. 
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that most probably it represents a very early variant to the 
word miswritten 7p, viz. oly]ap. The existence of a 
Yokneam (?) in the Arabian border-land is proved. It was 
in ‘Carmel,’ ze. a Yerahme’elite district (cp. on Josh. xii. 22), 
and probably, we may say, on the border of the southern 
Zebulun} “(see )- C777; B26... on» Josh: xix, 1m) Ine 
XXxiii. Ig (see note) we find Zebulun spoken of as acquir- 
ing the mountain-land of the Ishmaelites. ‘Timber of 
Yokneam,’ therefore, is a very possible phrase. man should 
probably be wan. The verse thus becomes, ‘Make for 
thyself an ark; of timber of Gomer [Yokneam] shalt thou 
make the ark,’ etc. (@’s rendering is [é«] EUAwy Terpayoévor, 
ze. yard *x%y, which may represent Dy wy, ‘timber of the 
Arabians, a variant to 702 .%y. 

In vi. 16a we meet with the hard word "ny. Can it be 
correct? Surely the variety of critical theories, and the 
warning Pasek after 17%, may justly awaken suspicion. In 
E. Bib, col. 2713, I suggested reading Tan, ze. ‘window,’ 
a sense which seemed to be required (cp. pon, Vili.) 6, J: 
The notion of an opening in the wall running all round 
above (75ynbn) was, in spite of Holz.’s Egyptian parallel, 
too difficult and improbable, and mb5ynSm itself was sus- 
picious (see below). @ renders éricvvayor, but @’s apparent 
renderings may so often be suspected of corruption that 
we may doubt whether this is correct; may it not have 
arisen out of fragments of xamvodoynv (TIIN?)? It has 
been found, however, that 77x and “my are frequent 
corruptions of -rtie, (eg. Ex. vi. 18, 2 K. xviii. 32, Gen. 
xlvi. 10, Ezek. xxvii. 18), and it is difficult, in a case where 
a strong suspicion of corruptness exists, not to correct Iny 
into Iitx. If so, a word is wanting before ‘mx. Can we 
recover it? Surely we can. The next words, Tox-dx1 
movnbdn m5)n, are untranslatable, and must be corrupt. 
Ton-be and mSynbn are presumably corruptions of Syor 
(cp. on ron, 2 S. viii. 1, and on ’n, Josh. iii. 13, 16), 
which is most probably a gloss on 7m». maison is also 
corrupt ; it covers over the missing word for ‘window,’ viz. 


1 The theory is, that the Israelites, like the Arabian Yerahme’elites 
before them, carried local and ethnic names with them in their migra- 
tions. On the name ‘ Yokneam’ see C7z¢. B76. p. 406. 


THE DELUGE (GEN. VI. 5-1X. 17) 149 


jbnn, a by-form to pon ; cp. Ass. bét-fil(Ddnt or bét-htlanni 
(adopted from western Semitic), ze. ‘window-house’; see 
Muss-Arnolt, Ass. Dict. p. 315. Thus v. 16a becomes, 
‘An Ashbhurite [Yerahme’elite] window shalt thou make for 
the ark, and the door of the ark shalt thou put in the side 
thereof.’ 

Sievers (pp. 251 /) has proposed to bring vi. 16 4 into 
v. 14, omitting TMwyn; they ‘attach themselves well to the 
preceding op. Other critics are content to understand ’p, 
and explain that the ark was to be made in three stories. 
But (1) op is too far off, and (2) op cannot mean 
‘stories’; it is corrupt. V. 160 is also corrupt, but experi- 
ence suggests a remedy. Numerals have often arisen out 
of corruptions of ethnics; ow and owdw are both current 
corruptions of Sxymw (see Crit. Bid. on Judg. x. 4). A 
substantive is still wanting before ‘ow. Probably it is }onnm 
(see last note); 5 passed into n, and} into o. We have 
therefore a second (misplaced) statement respecting the 
window—‘ An Ishmael-window shalt thou make.’ ‘Ishmael’ 
and ‘ Ashhur’ are of course synonyms. 

Another point may be mentioned here, to confirm the 
view (see above) that ov ‘WN ppn in viii. 6 is due to the 
redactor. It is that in ASurbanipal’s legend the rescued 
man sends forth the birds ‘when the seventh day arrived.’ 
From the oy myn Ty we may infer that in v. 6 it was 
originally mentioned that Noah (Handék) waited seven days, 
and then opened the window, etc. Thus the Hebrew and 
the Babylonian narratives agree, and ‘37 pp must be 
redactional. 


CONCERNING SHEM, HAM, AND YEPHETH 
(GEN WIG.13,)10) 


A SHORT closing passage, derived from J, implying the 
mistaken theory (see on v. 32, vi. 10) that Shem, Ham, 
and Yepheth were the sons of the hero of the deluge-story. 
The sons of Noah (Naham) mentioned in the following 
section were obviously too young to have wives (see vi. 18, 
vii. 7). The notice respecting Ham (v. 22) deserves close 
attention. It is not an attempt to harmonise two different 
traditions as to the relationship of Canaan. jy?) ‘1N (so 
too v. 22) is a corruption of ’> ayy (see on “aN, xxxiii. 19, 
and epony XVil4i 77>)... kher note informs: usithathar is 
here: touibe -taken, as=<Canaanite Arabial iin fact yon 
(from 5Sxnr) has a somewhat wide application. In Ps. 
Ixxviil. 52, etc. it is a synonym of Misrim—a remarkable 
phenomenon which can be paralleled in the story of Joseph. 
ee alsoron ix: 6. 


NOAH S"“CURSE AND BLESSING (GEN, Ix. 20-27) 


A STRANGE narrative derived from a special source, the 
difficulties of which, both formal and material, are well 
known to all scholars. Von Bohlen (Geneszs, p. 201) 
long ago found in it an ‘evident’ suggestion of a myth of 
a Semitic Dionysos. The ancient Greek representations of 
the god holding in his hand a wondrous vine-plant, whose 
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branches wind round the ship in which he voyages, are 
well known. We know too that the essence of the worship 
of Dionysos was intoxication conceived of as God-posses- 
sion.’ It is conceivable that a god or demi-god who brought 
the vine might have been referred to in the original legends 
of the Israelites; but the reference would have been in a 
very different tone from that which we find here. Winckler? 
declares that Dionysos is a sun-god, and consequently not 
out of place in the deluge-story, which is a solar myth. But 
there is no probability in this view. It was not the 
portion of the royal hero of the flood-story to be a 
cultivator of the soil and to be mastered by wine without 
any religious compensation. He is the true Noah, or 
perhaps Naham (cp. 129m, v. 29, and see E. Bzd., ‘ Noah,’ 
§ 3). As to the three great textual difficulties, viz. (1) that 
Canaan is cursed, while the true offender is Ham; (2) that 
v. 24 makes Canaan the youngest son; and (3) that in the 
blessing Canaan is called the brother of Shem and Yepheth, 
they can now be seen in a new light. 

These, however, are not the only difficulties. For 
instance, is it legitimate to render v. 20 with Gunkel, 
‘Noah, the husbandman, also began to plant vineyards’ ? 
For my part, I doubt this; no Hebrew narrator could have 
written thus. Plainly v. 20 consists of two related but 
independent statements. Plainly, too, Tam wx m2 Sr is 
wrong. If Noah (Naham) was really the first husbandman, 
why is nothing said about the planting of the corn-plant? 
The phrasing, too, is certainly unnatural. It is inadequate 
to emend wr into wim> (Kuenen) or wind (Ball), com- 
paring Ass. evesuz, ‘to plant, sow, cultivate, and evesz, ‘ tillage’ 
(Am. Tab. 55, 19). Experience shows that wn has often 
come from Wr, ze the N. Arabian Asshur, and 71s 
sometimes probably from ON, ze. either O74" or Oyo. 
Asshur or Ashhur-Yerahme’el* constantly occurs in these 


Miss Jane Harrison, Proleg. to Gk. Religion, pp. 425 /f. 
Ar.-sem.-or. Pp. 128. 
win may perhaps mean ‘to till’ in Job iv. 8, Hos. x. 13. 

4 ¢Asshur-Yerahme’el’ means the Yerahme’elite portion of the wide 
region called Asshur. It was also apparently the name of the first 
man (see p. 96) and of the God who befriended Hagar (see on xvi. 13). 
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early Genesis narratives. Sm should apparently be oom 
(for Saw), from the denominative verb bax. Read, there- 
fore, in v. 20a, ‘and Noah (Naham) pitched his tent (cp. 
v. 216) in Asshur-Yerahme’el” That vines anciently grew 
in this region, is not improbable; see note on xl. 9, Ps. 
Civ. 15 @. 

Then in v. 21, what can be made of ‘told it to his two 
brothers without’? What was there so much amiss in such 
an act? The son here spoken of was at any rate not the 
first-born, and might well consult his brethren. From the 
sequel, indeed, we gather that Canaan had done something 
worthy of a curse, but the words of v. 22 do not of 
themselves imply this; nam and 72 are, morally, quite 
neutral words. Holzinger and Gunkel suppose that some- 
thing has fallen out or been omitted, eg. the statement that 
Canaan took away his father’s garment. But how should 
he have ‘told’ this to his brothers, who could not but be 
angry with him? Surely something must be wrong in the 
text; and it is in accordance with parallels elsewhere to 
emend yx ~0> into Tmwx wird (see on yn, xvi. 12). 
Thus we get, ‘and he told it to the men of Ashhur,’ ze. to 
the men among whom his father had pitched his tent, with 
the object (may we suppose?) of attracting them into the 
tent, and so bringing public contempt on his father? Cp. 
Hab. ii. 15. : 

Ver. 24 brings us face to face with the question already 
mentioned. Is Canaan, in the original text, represented as 
Noah’s youngest son? This is no doubt more plausible 
than the view that Ham appears here as the youngest son, 
since Ham is elsewhere second in the list of sons. It is, 
however, too bold to cut out ‘ax om (Wellh., etc.), for 
admittedly jy) “AN is correct in v. 18. And why has the 
text not been criticised with due reference to jwp in x. 25, 
and yup in Judg. i. 13, iii, g? It is difficult not to connect 
up) in x. 25 with Synp in 2 K. xiv. 7, which has probably 
come from ONDDN, Ze. SSD TTMTwN (cp. on Sow, xiv. 12): 
This gives the key to }™p both in our passage’ and in 
Judg. 4c. From v. 180 (see note) we learn that Ham is = 
‘Arab-Kena‘an, and from our passage that it is interchange- 


1 © gives 6 vewrepos, on which see Dillmann. 
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able with Katan, ze. Ashhur-Yerahme’el. Read, therefore, 
for yp 122, 122 Oxpwn, and observe that Ham, with its two 
synonyms or variants, has here a bad significance ; it refers 
to the ancestors of Israel’s bitter N. Arabian enemies. 

In vv. 25-27 Noah bursts out into alternate curse and 
blessing, but the curse is more prominent than the blessing. 
The object of the curse (v. 25) is Canaan, ze. ‘Arab-Kena‘an 
= Ham (v. 18 0), whose punishment is that he shall be a 
servant to his brothers, or more probably (correcting ym as 
in v. 22) to Ashhur, a name which is often practically 
equivalent to ‘Ishmael’ or ‘ Yerahme’el’; the first man, for 
instance, was the ancestor of Asshur-Yerahme’el. It is true 
that Canaan (or Ham) and Shem have ultimately the same 
origin; they are sections of the same race. But in usage 
Asshur-Yerahme’el does not refer to the whole widespread 
Yerahme’elite race, but to a portion of it—that portion which 
is here called ‘Shem’ (ze. ‘Ishmael’) and includes ‘Israel.’ 
The historical reference in v. 25 will be to early events of which 
no clear tradition has reached us. The phrase ov71y TA» for 
‘lowest servant’ is good Hebrew, but hardly in place here. 
Possibly tay (like nay in Num. xxiv. 24?) has come from py, 
which should precede jy29, while o-tay (Tay) may be an 
expansion of iy. Thus v. 25 should run tay | yy29 ny WN 
snd mm. 

‘In v. 26 there is another fragment of curse —‘and let 
Canaan be his servant, ze. ‘Shem’s servant.’ ‘Shem’ (in a) 
is certainly not another name for ‘ Israel, though it includes 
Israel. It means Ishmael, and is equivalent to Ashhur in 
the preceding line. I agree with MHolzinger that the 
most rational reading is neither qa (MT.) nor ya (Gratz, 
Gunkel, Sievers), but yoa (Budde). But this scholar’s ex- 
planation of wbx is hardly adequate; surely it has 
come from ovtbs, which is an expansion of iw; in 
fact, Yahweh-Elohim (from Yahweh-Yerahme’el) is the 
full name of the God of Israel and of Shem. In 2, wd 
seems to be a corruption of a mutilated Sxnmy, a gloss 
on ow. Let us remember that the name of Israel’s greatest 
progenitor makes him out as originally the ancestor of 
the Yerahme’elites. For any read yay. Thus v. 26 
becomes [Ssar] wav 9 7m «| ow fowds] mm m2. 
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In v. 27 the MT. has introduced a mistaken repetition ; so 
at least, following de Goeje (Academy, 1871, p. 398), I 
venture to think. The alternative is to suppose that the 
necessary parallel line to N29 jy2) W™ has fallen out. The 
repetition in question is the only textual error in v. 27. 
The ‘dwelling in the tents of Shem’ refers to the occupation 
of the tents of Shem (ze. especially Israel) by the PeliStim 
( = Pelethites ?) in the time of Saul. It may be noticed that 
in x. 6 P makes both mp (ze. wop or mdm) and yp2 sons of 
om; also that the blessing of Shem is in accordance with 
the fact that in xiv. 22 (as originally read) Yahweh is called 
the ‘God of Yerahme'el, and in xlix. 25 (cevised’ text) the 
‘Steer of Yerahme’el’ and the ‘God of Asshur.’ Cp. &. 626., 
‘Shem,’ § 2, and Ed. Meyer, Dze [sraeliten, pp. 219-222. 


TA BLESOP SE BOPLES (GEN, 


THE endless variety of opinions relative to the group- 
ing of the nations in the so-called Table of Peoples in 
chap. x. might well discourage a critic from once more 
trying his fortune on such a hard problem. The difficulty 
largely arises from the uncertainty of the identifications of 
the names. For though it is now commonly supposed that 
a large number of the peoples referred to have been identi- 
fied,’ it is only too possible that this may be an illusion. 
We have, it is true, new critical material, derived from 
Assyriology and Egyptology, but we can only apply this 
material to the elucidation of particular names, if Babel 
means Babylon, Asshur Assyria, Kush Ethiopia, and Misraim 
or Misrim Egypt, and if there is reason to think that J, and 


1 Friedr. Delitzsch starts from this (as he thinks) ascertained point 
in the third of the Vortrdge called Badel und Bibel (1905). 
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in a still higher degree P, were very specially interested in the 
relations of peoples and tribes outside Canaan to Egypt, 
Babylonia, and Assyria. It has, however, long been suspected 
that in an earlier form of J’s Table the sons of Noah—Shem, 
Yepheth, and Canaan (rather than Shem, Ham, and Yepheth) 
—represented, not, as in the later form, the world known to 
the Israelites, but certain tribes or clans of the same com- 
paratively restricted region, presumably in Palestine. 

We cannot doubt that Budde and Wellhausen were on 
the right track in assuming an underlying text of J, which 
had a different geographical and political horizon. Accept- 
ing this theory, Prof. Jastrow” has addressed himself to the 
problem of interpretation, but, with all his ingenuity, can 
hardly be said to have succeeded. The field is therefore 
open for fresh investigations. Not without hesitation I take 
up the work, assuming (1) that Shem, Ham, and Yepheth 
had originally an Arabian significance ;* and (2) that here, 
as elsewhere, tribe-names or place-names, which came down 
to the latest redactor in a corrupt form, were manipulated 
by him in accordance with incorrect views of geography and 
history. 

The view here taken, and indeed already suggested in 
the note on ix. 18, is this—that the three sons of Noah are 
as artificial a product as the three sons of Lamech (iv. 20- 
22), and formed no part of the genuine popular tradition. 
Shem (= Ishmael) and Ham (Yerahme’el) are really synony- 
mous; Yepheth (Yaphlet) represents a population which in 
J’s list of peoples is called Pathrusim (Sarephathim ?) and 
stands as a son of Misrim, with the gloss ‘from whom have 
proceeded the Pelistim’ (Pelethim? Sarephathim?). But 
the Misrim are, according to an early tradition (see on 
‘ Abrech,’ xli. 43), a Yerahme’elite race, and the redactor of 
Gen. x. places the Misrim-section, as well as the Nimrod- 
section and the Canaan-section, under the heading, derived 
from P, ‘and the sons of Ham were Kush, Misrim, Pit, and 


1 Wellhausen, CH, p. 14; Budde, Urgesch. p. 365. 

2 ¢The Hamites and Semites in the Tenth Chapter of Genesis, 
Proceedings of the Amer. Philosophical Society, xliii. 173-207. 

3 Note that to ‘Ham,’ in ix. 18, is appended the gloss, ‘he is 
‘ Arab-Kenaan,’ and to ‘Shem,’ in x. 21, ‘he too is ‘Arab.’ 
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Canaan. Whether, therefore, the Table of Nations be 
regarded as a whole proceeding from the latest redactor, or 
in its different parts, the value attached to it by critics is out 
of all proportion to its real worth. Even Glaser’s Arabian 
researches do not, so far as I can at present see, serve to 
rehabilitate it to any appreciable extent.’ 

The Table, as it now stands, opens with words which 
remind us of ix. 18, ‘the sons of Noah who went out of the 
ark were Shem, Ham, Yepheth.” This passage, however, is 
redactional, and does not at all prove that Syanm nw in 
x. 16 is correct. Why, indeed, should we be told that the 
descendant’s of Noah’s three sons were born ‘after the flood’? 
This is surely a matter of course. There was no need to 
assume such a very oblivious reader as the ordinary reading 
of the text presupposes. What we expect is some guid- 
ance as to the geography of the Table. And we are not 
doomed to disappointment, for 5,19 does not mean ‘ flood’ 
—this is a pure imagination of ancient redactors; it is a 
corruption of Snr (see on vii. 6), just as 7m is of Imi. 
In short, the correction ‘in Ashhur-Yerahme’el’ is once 
more in a high degree probable. See on ix. 28, x. 32, and 
note that v. 1 4, with the reference to Ashhur-Yerahme’el, 
most probably comes from the fragment of the original Table 
of the Yahwist. 

Comparing the Yahwist (J) and the Priestly Writer (P) 
in the present text, we are struck by the fact that both 
writers give us some names which may plausibly be accounted 
for by the help of Assyriology, while only J presents any 
name like Pathrusim (v. 14) which can with a superficial 
plausibility be explained by Egyptology. It should be 
remarked, however, that even Pathrusim (= Pathros) only 
means Upper Egypt if we accept certain other identifica- 
tions which, both in Gen. x. and in Isa. xi. 11, are highly 
problematical (cp. #. zd., ‘ Pathros’). 

Our first object, then, must be to see whether the light 
which is supposed to be derivable from Assyriology is 
genuine. Is Asshur Assyria? Is Babel Babylon? Is 
Gomer the Gimirrai of the inscriptions? It so happens that 
the last of these names (Gomer) is the first in the list of the 


' See his Skizze der Gesch. u. Geogr. Arabiens, chaps. xxvi. etc. 
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sons of Yepheth in v. 2. It is convenient to take P’s 
portion of the Table of Nations first, and we naturally make 
our first halt at this name. 

If a relatively ancient tradition is to be heard, Gomer 
("02) is a term for certain tribes whose home was in Phrygia 
(see Dillm.) Later writers, with much positiveness, identify 
it with the Gimirrai of the Assyrian inscriptions. But is this 
dogmatism justified? It is true that Madai, Tubal, and 
Meshek also occur in the inscriptions, but it would be rash 
to assume that the identification of these names with names 
in the inscriptions is necessarily correct. The fact that five 
of the names of descendants of Yepheth (Gomer, Magog, 
Tubal, Meshek, Togarmah) also occur in Ezek. xxxviii. ought 
to give us pause. For whatever be the geographical horizon 
of some other parts of the book ascribed to Ezekiel, there 
is reason to hold that, at any rate, in chap. xxxviii. 7 
the horizon is N. Arabian. I cannot turn aside from 
Genesis to prove this. It has, in fact, already been shown to 
be highly probable (see Cvzt. Bzb., ‘Ezekiel, and EF. £Bz0., 
‘Prophecy,’ § 27), and I claim the right to build upon this 
result. Gomer, then, and not less the other names 
mentioned, viz. Magog, Tubal, Meshek, and Togarmah, are 
presumably N. Arabian. The truth most probably is that 
Gomer should be grouped with mdgoér (Jer. vi. 25, etc.), 
Migron (1 S. xiv. 2), Mag in [A]rab-mag (Jer. xxxix. 3), 
Regem in Regem-melech (Zech. vii. 2), Garmi (1 Chr. 
iv. 19), Gemariah (Jer. xxxvi. 11), and Gammadim (Ezek. 
xxvii. 11), which are all best explained (see detailed criti- 
cism elsewhere) as N. Arabian names. The common original 
of the names of this group is vakam' (orma=orn, the 
shorter form of Sxam). We can now understand the 
significant title of the wife of Hosea, ‘Gomer bath-Diblaim’ 
(Hos. i. 3), where odat most probably comes from ~Sn, ze. 
byap =5xormp. See Crit. Brb. ad loc. 

We have now a starting-point for the investigation of 
Magog, by which critics have hitherto been baffled. ‘The 
explanation “Scythians” is generally accepted, but no one 
thus far can say what the real signification is, nor point to 
this designation elsewhere’ (Dillm.). But the name is even 

1 Cp. ds: and ban. 
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more insecure than Dillmann supposes. Holzinger sees this, 
but his only suggestion is that 920 should be 33, ‘the Anti- 
christ of Ezekiel,” and proceeds to reproach P with his want 
of real knowledge. The proposed change, however, is most 
arbitrary ; why should not 292 be a fragment of M2n? =And 
what do the critics give as the origin of 3.22? One connects 
it with the gentilic Gagaya, ‘of the land of Gag’ (Am. Tab. 
i. 38 =‘ barbarian’); others with Gugu, the Gyges of Lydia ; 
and again, others with Ass. Gagu, ruler of the land of Sahi, N. 
of Assyria, in the time of Ashur-bani-pal.1 Ezekiel, however 
(if it be this prophet), tells us plainly enough, Gég is a prince 
of certain districts or regions in the farther parts of Saphon, 
and in Joel ii. 20 he is referred to as ‘the Sephonite. Now 
Saphon, inser. iil. 12)<1 SyveOy Vit, 20, &- 2s the=name 
of the region whence Jeremiah expected an invasion. In 
Ezek. i. 4 it designates the region whence an appearance 
of Yahweh came to Ezekiel, and in Isa. xiv. 13 it is there 
that the mountain of the gods was situated. The study of 
these passages in their context shows that an Arabian region 
must be referred to, and the discovery that yay (xxxvi. 2) 
is a corruption of 5xymw leads to the natural hypothesis 
that pax (like props) is a dialectal variation of wax, and 
designates an extensive Ishmaelite region (extensive because 
of the phrase ‘y sn>1). ‘Gog,’ then, as well as ‘ Togarmah,’ 
which is also in ‘the recesses of Saphon’ (Ezek. xxxviii. 6), is 
an Ishmaelite or Yerahme’elite name. It might of course be 
equally well used for a country and for a royal personage ° 
(cp. ‘Asshur’ in Isa. x. 5 for the king of Asshur).—And 
what of the o in 220? May we, with Halévy (RE/ xiii. 
10) and Sayce (HCY, p. 125) regard it as a fragment of the 
Ass. mat, ‘country’? Clearly not, if Gég is an Arabian 
name ; and even if Gég is equal to Gugu (Gyges), to treat 
Magog as if it were on an Assyrian tablet is arbitrary.2 The 


1 See, further, Johns, Ass. Deeds, ii. 161 7 

2 Winckler sees under ‘Gog’ the figure of Alexander the Great 
(AOF ii. 160 7); N. Schmidt, that of Mithridates VI. of Pontus 
(2, Bib., col. 4332). Unsatisfactory speculations. 

3 According to Sayce, ‘Magog’ = mat-Gugu. Halévy, however, 
makes it=mat-Gamgum in Armenia; # and w being confounded, the 
Israelites heard this pronounced 1n>, which became %3)39, just as in 
Assyrian mat-Zamua became Mazamua (RZ/ xiii. 10). 
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only satisfactory course is to find an Arabian name which will 
account for the reading 224, and consequently also for 202. 
For this we must go to Jer. vi. 25, xx. 3, etc, and Jer. 
XXXIx. 3, 13. The 22D0 19 in the former passages is 
plainly a poor conjecture to make sense of an unintelligible 
and already corrupt phrase ; see Duhm’s comment on xx. 3, 
and his naive remark, ‘ Jeremiah’s “terror all around” much 
pleased the later writers’ (on xlix. 29). The fact is that 
Yap and wp» often stand for pia, ze. Sxvnw (see on 
x. 16); 120 is doubtless a parallel form to 701; 2.2. both 
forms have the same origin (see above). Similarly, in Jer. 
Scxix. 03, 03, Qo 2.comes: from) 20719 (Cor Spay) sasce 
above, on ‘Gomer, and cp. DD“, TWpw-n, 2.e. ‘ Arab- 
Asshur, ‘ Arab-Ashhur’ The conclusion is that 2 is a 
fragment of 0203, or 0293, or p12, or some similar form, 
ultimately derived from Sxom. For the duplication of a 
radical letter, cp. byrind and bxbbnn from Sxort> ; NID "D 
and pwd from wx ; Jww from amwN; DID, ww, and way 
from 5Sxyow; xo from oor; ax (Ezek. iii, 15) from 
Aw=20y; no from op». We may support this view of 
the origin of ‘Gog’ and ‘ Magog’ by the name J3n, applied 
to an Amalekite or Yerahme’elite king (1 S. xv. 8,’ Num. 
xxiv. 7). Another form of the same name is 1y; we 
may also, perhaps, compare )2N (Prov. xxx. I) and 727 
(Gen. xvi. 1). 

As to Madai (10), our experience with ‘Gomer’ and 
‘Magog’ suggests caution. It is true that in Esth. i. 3, 
Dan. v. 28, vi. 8, viii. 20, ‘Madai’ is coupled with ‘ Paras,’ ? 
But it is clear that there was a N. Arabian ‘ Paras’; why 
should there not have been a N. Arabian ‘Madai’? In Jer. 
XXv. 15-26 it is highly improbable that any of the names 
of peoples refer to regions far away from Arabia. On wv. 25 
(the verse which contains ‘Madai’) Cornill gives away his 
own case by remarking that here ‘the catalogue melts quite 


1 @ and Pesh. here presuppose 3, 

2 That Esther and Daniel, like Tobit, have been worked over, 
scarcely admits of adoubt. 015 may come from on» (see on ‘ Pathrusim,’ 
v.14). Cp. also m0, Ezra ii. 55 (with art.), Neh, vii. 57, where note 
that soby ay should be dxynw ay, ‘Ishmaelite Arabia’ See Z. Bzd., 
col. 4690. 
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away into unreality (zs Bodenlose). The truth is far from 
this. Zimri (see) on xxv. 2), Elam (seeton v1 22)2ane 
Saphon (see above) we know as Arabian names; Sheshak 
too is Ashhur (see above). ‘ Madai, then, is most probably 
an Arabian name. Possibly, however, 10 should be “n, 
and one may remember that Mari’ is the name of the king 
of Mat-Sa-imériSu (the most powerful state in Syria, whose 
capital was Di-mas-ki), who paid tribute to the Assyrian 
king Ramméan-nerari (805-803 Bc.). For the names 
ImériSu and Dimaski are surely of N. Arabian origin, the 
former being related to 19x (=o1N=’orm7), the latter to 
Iawx-oIN. Other names related to 4p are 11, TD, 79, 
DD, 77d. 

We now come to }»—a word much discussed, but 
without any thoroughly satisfactory result. According to 
Stade,’ ‘the word yn designates, in exact accordance with its 
origin, the people of the Ionians, not only with the exilic 
prophets Ezekiel and II. Isaiah, but also with the post- 
exilic Joel. He thinks that the first attempt to use it in a 
wider sense is in Gen. x. 4. Here different seafaring 
Mediterranean peoples, certainly the inhabitants of Tartessus, 
Rhodes, and Cyprus, but probably also the Carthaginians, 
are subsumed under the conception Ionians. Ai still further 
development is supposed. ‘In the sense “Hellenes” it is 
first’ found: ini Zech, bixe (he, Dans Wil. 21.0 xs QO uizeaee 
writings of the Hellenistic period’? All this is thoroughly 
worked out, but upon an unsound textual basis. There is 
no single passage in which any one of these three meanings 
is either required or even more than superficially plausible, 
and sometimes (¢¢. in Ezek. xxvii. 19) an Arabian reference 
is irresistibly called for. For a discussion of the O.T. 
passages see #. 52d. ‘Javan, and note that im Dan, 
viii. 20 f. the king of Yavan is mentioned directly after the 
kings of Madai and Paras (see above, on ‘ Madai’), and in 
x. 20 the prince of Yavan directly after the prince of Paras 


1 Das Volk Javan (1880), reprinted in Akad. Reden u. Abhand- 
lungen (1899), pp. 123-142. 

4 According ‘to (Torrey, pi mo Dan. ville 21, x.20, xi 2)ast an 
1 Macc. and in the Talm.) means the Greek kingdom of Syria (Jastrow, 
Os UGH OS 1) 
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(cp. xi. 2, and see &. &2).,‘ Paras’). As to Yavan in Gen. 
X. 3, it is plain that if the other names in v. 2 are rightly 
explained, it must refer to an Arabian region. An earlier 
form of the name is jx, which has sometimes become po 
(see on po .02, xxxv. 18). Most probably it is a shortened 
form of jouw (=5xvowm) ; cp. Im from Tmawx, and jowN 
from Syyow ams, or Syormy /x. With pr a (v. 4) we 
may compare p77 122, Joel iv. 6, which, in spite of 
Nowack’s ‘ doubtless, cannot mean ‘the Greeks,’ because 
of the parallel owl, ‘the Sabzans’ (cp. Jer. vi. 20), and 
must mean ‘the Arabian Yamanites. The adventurer 
Yamani, who displaced the king of Ashdod appointed by 
Sargon, and who was surrendered by the king of Meluhha 
(‘ Yerahme’el’= N.W. Arabia), may possibly have come, 
not from Cyprus, but from Arabia. 

Tubal and Meshek are often combined. It is plausible 
to connect the names with the Ass. Tabalz and Musk (the 
Tibareni and Moschi of classical writers). A close study, 
however, of the O.T. passages in which they occur (especially 
Ezek. xxxii. 26, xxxviii. 2 £) shows that both 5an or San 
(Ezek. once; Isa. once) and Jwn are N. Arabian names. 
The former is a shortened and corrupt form of Sxynm, to 
be grouped with nw (from ‘nw =5nn, Judg. xi. 3, 5), Sxaw 
(Isa. vii. 6), Saw (1 Chr. xxvi. 11), o-dyaw (Ezek. xxiii. 15), 
Sina (Gen. xxii. 22) Serva (Gen. xxxv. 6), Syame (1 K. 
xvi. 31), Syawe (1 Chr. viii. 33), Saws (Gen. xlvi. 21), ow 
(eons xxvi. 20). In iva 22 (see note)awe meet. with the 
compound form pp-onn, ‘Tubal of Kain, and in 2 S. x. 6, 8, 
mw wr, ze. San Twr, ‘Asshur of Tubal’ (cp. on wx, Gen. 
ix. 20). It is evident that the Arabians took the form 
Tabal or Tubal with them in their early northern migrations ; 
since we find Tuba’lu as the name of a king of the Phcenician 
Sidon in the time of Sennacherib (KB ii. go). It is also 
well worth considering whether 5an (usually rendered 
‘world’) in Prov. viii, 26 and some other passages, and 
Syn and Syne often, must not be corruptions of Syyowm. 
Whether Tibal, a Babylonian divine name (Hommel, Gy. 
p. 164, note 4), has any connexion with Sayn, I know not. 

1 See £. Bib., ‘Tubal and Meshech.’ Ps. cxx. 5 is a sore trial to 


commentators who have no key. 
II 
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The companion-name Jw is also no longer obscure. 
At first one might suppose it to have been produced by a 
redactor out of o>. Most probably, however, it is a 
development from amis ons, ‘Aram of Ashhur,’ just as 
D>w (see on xii. 6, xxxiii. 18) is probably a contraction of 
p1Dw, ze. ors ‘wx, ‘Ashhur of Aram (= Yerahme’el)” In 
fact, Jwon is the linking form between ‘wx D1N and wn ; its 
existence in the original text of several O.T. passages must 
not be dogmatically denied ; and the question even arises 
whether Jwo r does not underlie pwot wherever this word 
occurs in the traditional text. And where was Jwm 
(=pwnor) or Jwo?_ A study of the passages where it occurs 
shows the high probability that it was somewhere in N. 
Arabia; possibly it was the region in which Shimron was 
situated, for in Am. iii. 12 one of two glosses on ‘in 
Shimron’ appears to be ‘in Ramshak of Asshur.* See, 
further, on v. 11 (‘ Asshur’), and on ix. 20 (the words under- 
lying 27 mw). 

The next name Zzvas (DWN) was very likely appended 
from a pure misunderstanding. The Priestly Writer, like 
the Chronicler, was very apt to repeat the same name, 
traditionally received, in different corrupt and independent 
forms. One might therefore suppose that pD1)n was origin- 
ally pwn, ze. the Tyrs-eni of classical writers, and that it 
was a marginal correctzon of the wwin in v. 4. The 
truth, however, doubtless is that both Dm and tw win are 
corrupt variants, and that the common original of both is 
afiJmwx. See on ‘Tarshish, v. 4, and &. Bzb., ‘Tiras’ 
Cp. also winia, the name of a witness to a deed in an 
Assuan Aramaic document (A. 19), where wim comes 
from 7Nwx. 

V. 3 introduces us to the ‘sons’ of Gomer. We have to 
ask whether the names can be at least as well explained on 


1 The vocalisation must have been altered. -w must originally have 
been 3¥ or rather nv; cp. rv, one of the forms of cnwx. For the 
fragmentary © in wd cp. the equally fragmentary 3 (de. sy) in dxdxa, 
jw2, oow3, etc. (see on Ex. xxxi. 2). 

2 There can be no a fgriord objection to supposing that both forms 
(with @ and with 7) are, in different places, to be read. Similar 
problems are raised by ow (see on xi. 28), 

3 See Hibbert Journal, July 1905, p. 831. 
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the Arabian theory as on that which is now prevalent, viz. 
that the Priestly Writer, to whom vv. 2-5 are assigned, had 
a geographical horizon as extensive as that of the writers of 
the geographical lists in ASurbanipal’s library." And the 
answer is that they can be explained best on the new 
theory. Take Ashkenaz. ls this really from a hypothetical 
ASgunza, whence the ASguza of Esar-haddon (see E. Bzé., 
e0lsia3 34) 84331 Wincklery KAT, p. 101)? If sso; 
Ashkenaz would mean the Scythians. But how much 
more natural is it to take 129 as the well-known tribal name 
tp, in the list of the sons of Eliphaz the son of Esau 
(xxxvi. 11)! wy, as is shown elsewhere, is most probably 
a mutilated form of wy (=NwR), so that it is highly 
plausible to account for the prefixed wx as a shortened form 
of wx (cp. Sswe from Syor> qx, TTR from WT Wr, 
and wi from rsa in Jer. xxix. 21, reading also obyp for 
ndp). In Jer. li. 27 we once more meet with ‘ Asienae 
the companion names are ‘ Ararat’ and ‘ Minni’*® Now we 
have seen already (on viii. 4) that manNx is probably a dis- 
tortion of amwx, and no great skill is required to recognise 
jo” underlying 20; can we hesitate, then, to claim the 
original writer of Jer. li 27 as a supporter of the view 
that ‘ Ashkenaz’ is equivalent to ‘ Asshur-kenaz’ ? 

The next name Rzphath is ‘an insoluble enigma’ 
(Halévy)2 But why? Simply because the critics have 
taken up a wrong point of view. mf may naturally come 
from MIDN (see on xxxv. 19), which, on referring to xv. 18 7. 
(see note), we shall admit to be rightly grouped with 12p. 
Togarmah,* which follows, is mentioned again in Ezek. 
xxvii. 14 between Yavan, Tubal, Meshek (vw. 12) and 
Dedan (v. 15), and in xxxviii. 6, in connexion with Gomer, 
as a district of Saphon=Sibe‘on (ze. Ishmael). In both 
passages m2 is prefixed without apparent reason. Con- 
sidering that yn (or nw) and m2 are liable to confusion 


1 Cp. Jastrow, pp. 1847 2 @ does not recognise "3n. 

3 RE xiii. 13. In xvii. 164, however, Halévy connects n5% (n%5) 
with a region called Bit Purutash, mentioned by Sargon, between 
Moschene, Tabalene, and Cilicia; sz, he says, is an ‘adventitious 
suffix.’ 

4 © gives Torgama. 
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(cp. on Symon, Gen. xxxv. 6), we may reasonably hold that 
mn here comes from ’n)n, ze. 5yn; in this case the initial 
n in WIN probably comes from ’n, Ze. Sayn, on which ‘ayn 
would be a marginal correction. 7) is of course =717nN), 
ze. a feminine form of 793, which, in Gen. x. 3 and Ezek. 
xxxviii. 6, precedes. The place-name Tilgarimmu (on the 
border of the northern Tabal), compared with Togarmah by 
Friedr. Del. (Par. p. 246), may have a similar origin (cp. 
Crit. Bib. on Ezek. iii. 15). Winckler identifies it erroneously 
with the northern Musri (AOF ii. 2, p. 131). 

It is therefore decidedly the most probable view that 
Gomer and the connected names refer to people established, 
not ‘in the north-eastern or eastern section of Asia Minor,’ ? 
but in N.or E. Arabia. To say that they were only of interest 
to Hebrews in relation to ‘the threatening advance move- 
ment of northern hordes during the seventh century B.C.’ is 
to assert more than can be rendered probable, and is con- 
nected with the very questionable theory that Jeremiah and 
Zephaniah anticipated a Scythian invasion. We now pass 
on to the ‘sons of Yavan,’ and ask whether the list of names 
in v. 4 is consistent with the view that the ‘ Yavan’ of v. 2, 
as well as of the other O.T. passages, has an Arabian, and 
more particularly N. Arabian, reference, or whether it rather 
suggests ‘groups to the west and north-west, more par- 
ticularly the inhabitants of the Grecian islands, and those 
settled along the coast of Asia Minor.’ ” 

The Yavanites (v. 4) fall into two groups—(a) Elishah 
and Tarshish, (0) Kittim and Dodanim. The sound of the 
name Elishah (Twdx) has suggested a possible connexion 
with Elissa, the name of the legendary founder of Carthage ; 
‘Elishah’ might, as Winckler (AOF i. 449) thinks, be the 
old name of Carthage, and be extended so as to take in 
the N. African coasts. Jensen (see p. 134) even connects 
‘Elishah’ with the Greek ‘Elysium.’ Prof. F. Brown 
(FE. Bib., ‘Elishah’) hesitates between Carthage and S. Italy 
and Sicily, where were Greek colonies. Still following the 
sound, Conder* and W. Max Miiller* think of the Alashia 
of the Amarna Tablets, which Miiller, after Winckler, now 

1 Jastrow, of. czt. p. 176. 2 Ibid. p. 188. 
3 PEF Qu. 1892, p. 45- * OLZ, Aug. 1900, 2890 f. 
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identifies with Cyprus.’ It is true, nothing is said in the 
Tablets of purple-blue and purple-red stuffs as the produce 
of Alashia, and these are just what are mentioned in Ezek. 
XXvil. 7 as coming from the ‘sea-coasts of Elishah.’ But 
copper is mentioned (in v. 13) as supplied by Yavan, Tubal, 
and Meshek, and ‘ Lucian’? places Elishah, not only in v. 4, 
but also in v. 2 (not, however, in Chron.), between Yavan and 
Tubal. This involves denying that Kittim is = Cyprus, and 
reading x for x in Ezek. xxvii. 7 (so, in fact, Miiller). It 
may seem strange that such an archaic name should appear 
as late as Ezekiel, but it seems to have been resuscitated in 
Egypt in the Greek period. As to the ‘purple’ spoken of, 
we find purple mentioned as a product of Cyprus in the 
Greek period. Much of this is plausible, provided that we 
do not question the prevalent theory of Yavan, and abstain 
from a comprehensive study of Ezek. xxvii. ‘ Yavan, 
however, need not anywhere in O.T. mean the Greek 
peoples, and the central figure of the poem in Ezek. xxvii. 
is, not Sor (Tyre), but Missor, the capital of Missor or Misrim 
(the N. Arabian Musri). The latter point is of much 
importance. It is doubtful whether any of the places spoken 
of as trafficking with this city are outside S. Palestine and 
Arabia. It follows, then, that 75x is to be grouped with 
moe (Num. xxxiii, 13 f£), Sew (Gen. xxxvi. 37), wd 
(1 S. xviii, 17), md (Isa. x. 30), mwdw (1 S. ix. 4), all 
Ishmaelite or N. Arabian names. It means some region of 
Arabia, inhabited, now or formerly, by an Ishmaelite or 
Yerahme’elite people. The word prefixed to it (mx; cp. 
Baap ot) Ezek) xxvii6,. Jer. ii. 10; ovt ’s, Isarcxi., 141, 
Siva psa lesthi x, 14 ONT “Neve $, Zephs ii, a1) and 
ove, Isa. xl. 15, xli. 1, 5, and often) is probably a re- 
dactional alteration of wy,’ and is therefore not to be 
compared with Ass. zagé, plur. of magi, ‘district, land, 
circuit, island.’ 

Very naturally the next name is Zarshzsh. Can this 

1 Sayce, however, prefers Lycia, or the neighbouring coast of Asia 
Minor (Zxp. Times, Oct. 1900, p. 87). 

2 Cp. Nestle, ZATW, 1904, pp. 135 7 

3 Miller, OLZ, as above. 


4 See e.g. Isa. xi. 110, where as a final summing-up is added 
the phrase j>' 2m (underlying on ~xm). See, further, on v. 5. 
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name be methodically explained so as to harmonise with the 
other names in the list? It is still almost universally held 
that ‘ Tarshish’ means the mining region in S. Spain. Prof. 
Haupt has repeatedly defended this view. According to 
him, wypin is an infinitive of the intensive stem of wwn, ‘to 
strike with a pick, to pound, crush, stamp (ores, etc.).’ 
More plausibly Knobel and Frz. Del. hold that ‘Tarshish’ 
is connected with ‘Tyrseni’ (cp. on ‘Tiras’). It is plain, 
however, that this is inconsistent with the view here taken 
of ‘Yavan’ and ‘Elishah, and some better solution ought 
to be obtainable by comparing ‘ Tarshish’ with analogous 
corrupt forms, and by noticing the names near which it 
is placed elsewhere in the O.T. So then let us compare 
wmwin with (2) pww and (4) “wD. (a) can be shown to 
have come from mtx, and (4) from tx.? Then, turning 
to Esth. i. 14 and 1 Chr. vii. 10, we find ‘ Tarshish’ placed 
near ‘Shethar’ (amw) and ‘Ahishahar’ (7m7wmx); the 
former is clearly shortened from -nwx,° and the latter is 
but slightly modified from yw. The original of mwin 
is now seen to be ame (here a regional name). On the 
famous phrase ‘ships of Tarshish’ see &. £2¢., ‘ Tarshish,’ 
closing section. 

Kittim (and), as the older critics (eg. Dillm.) think, 
is Cyprus. Certainly »n> and n> in Pheenician mean the 
city of Kition ; but is it likely that the city gave its name to 
the island? Gunkel thinks that Cyprus, at any rate, is too 
narrow a meaning; Winckler* supposes om> to be the 
farthest point at which Phcenician colonies were founded ; 
Jeremias® thinks of S. Italy, especially Sicily, but, like 
Winckler, supposes Kittim in Dan. xi. 30 to mean Rome. 
W. M. Miiller® holds with Winckler, and advises waiting 
for fresh material. 


1 Book of Canticles (Chicago, 1902), p. 40; Johns Hopkins Univ, 
Circulars, No. 163, June 1903. 

2 See Crit. Bib. on 1 K. xi. 40 (where, however, ‘v2 should be 77x), 
‘ Sisera,’ it is too often forgotten, occurs not only in Judg. iv. 2 but also 
in Ezra il. 53, where it is preceded by sean =-nvx and dipra= v9 2. 

3 snox, the name of the heroine of the Book of Esther, has the same 
origin (cp. orn beside ew win). noi, Esther’s other name, doubtless 
derives from vnv[x], Esther, like Judith and Tobit, was recast. 

4 AOF ii. 422, note 1. 5 ATAO, p. 154. 6 OLZ, as above. 
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But can we not even now throw some fresh light on the 
name? Let us turn to 2 K. xvii. 24. Here we meet with 
a place called Mm, and close by we find names which 
admit of being explained as N. Arabian. ‘Kuthah’ would 
seem to have been at some distance from ‘Shimron. The 
weight of this argument, of course, depends on a_ wide 
induction of passages. We may also compare the obscure 
oyan in 1 K. x. 2246, which, at any rate, does not mean 
‘peacocks,’ and (see Crit. Bzb. ad loc.) may have come from 
some N. Arabian ethnic; also the phrase mn) jow, which 
probably means ‘oil of *’; mm) appears to represent some 
corrupt place-name, and the duplicated m may probably be 
explained like the duplicated . in nan (see above, v. 2). 
What, then, is the m> which enters into oonD, OVDN, and 
mna?' It is a N. Arabian place-name, probably n>yo 
(which appears in 2 Chr. ii. g as mp0). That Maacah or 
Maacath designates a region in the N. Arabian border-land 
iswbardly’ Gesirable: (see on’ 2S. itt: (3; and cp.. xiii. 37). 
Ethnics and place-names are often mutilated (cp. Hur from 
Ashhur) as, according to this view, ‘ Maacath’ was mutilated 
into ‘Cath. Very possibly the »n) which we find in Phceni- 
cian inscriptions as a designation of the place or district 
called in Greek ‘Kition” on the S. coast of Cyprus, was 
brought, like other names, by early immigrants from their 
Arabian home. 

That Déddanim should be read Rédanim? (Sam., and 
Chr. in MT.) and explained ‘Rhodians’ (@ ‘Podvoz) is a 
widespread but questionable theory (see £. &zé., ‘ Dodanim’). 
The Hebrews must, indeed, have been acquainted with both 
Cyprus and Rhodes, but we cannot suppose that these 
islands would be referred to in a book of Israelitish legends. 
The right reading is either oy 77 (Isa. xxi. 13, and cp. C7. 
Bib. ad loc.) or, perhaps better, o274. The form ;1 would 
be related to 7, as yd is related to mS; ‘Dod’ is not 
only the name of a god, but the designation of an Arabian 
district (cp. TYTWR, Ze. THT wx). Cp. on ‘Dedan,’ v. 7. 

The four words which open v. 5 are thus rendered by 

1 yn in Ps. Ixxii. 14 also probably comes from nayn (see Cheyne, 


shad loess cp. 0: 
2 It is equally wrong to read 5 for j77 in Ezek. xxvii. 15 a. 
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Kautzsch-Socin, ‘From them branched off the population 
on the islands and coasts of the Goyim. Evidently the 
translators feel a difficulty here. To render ~: ‘the popu- 
lation on the islands and coasts (of), and to treat oI as 
an ethnographical term, is a bold act. It is true, the phrase 
D‘I77 YR may be paralleled by the phrase ov w (Isa. 
xi, 11, xxiv.15, Esth. x.-1)) But is such a phrase’ as® the 
islands and coasts of the sea’ (as Kautzsch presumably 
would render ov YR) tolerable? If ON, as is commonly 
supposed, means ‘islands’ or ‘sea-coasts,’ can we believe 
that a Hebrew writer would put it in construction with ow? 
And is it probable that the countries mentioned as the lands 
of exile in Isa. xi. 11 would be described summarily’ as 
‘the islands and coasts of the sea’? Or that in Isa. 
xiv. 15 oy MND, if it means “ia the: coasts “of themsea: 
should be parallel to oO1N1, where it is clear enough that 
on should be own? Or that in the original form of 
Esth. x. 1, King ‘ Ahasuerus’ was really said to have ‘laid 
a tribute upon the land and the [western] coasts of the 
sea’?” Into the passages which contain the word ox 
alone (ze. not OW x), we cannot here enter. But even 
from the three passages containing the phrase OW YN we 
may plausibly infer that the MT. is not correct, and in the 
light of the results won elsewhere, it is probable that »x 
ov is the designation of a region in Arabia; indeed, as 
stated already, ovT ~N has most likely sprung fron jQ> ny, 
‘Arabia of Yaman,’ while ox, placed alone, appears to 
have come from ony, and ww from yy. Cp. the name 
Dorr, where *8 = 1N = Dy, and Gay 

The result is that the four opening words should be 
read thus, oy My D2 ToD. It is true, this cannot be 
translated as it stands. It is nevertheless correct; only 
any should be relegated to the margin, as a gloss on oI 
or some following word. Is this an arbitrary conjecture ? 
Surely not. See v. 32 (P), ona yD Toxo» (without 


1 Cp. Isa. Ixvi. 19, where (in MT.) Tarshish, Pul, and Lud, Tubal 


and Javan are described as ‘the far-off ’zyyzm’ (islands, coasts’ ?). 


2 In Esth, 1, 1 15 cannot safely be rendered ‘India.’ Read vnp. 


Tr 


3 See Crzz. Bb. on Isa. xx. 6, xli, 1, Ezek, xxvi. 18, xxvii. 15 (027° 
represents ony, the original reading of which ox is the alteration). 
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before /x77). In that passage m5nn refers to the ‘sons of 
Noah,’ including their clan-forming descendants, whereas 
here (v. 5) it refers specially to the ‘sons of Yepheth.” It 
is possible that v. 5 originally agreed very nearly in form 
with v.32, ze. that it ran, ‘These are the sons of 
Yepheth, according to their clans, and from these the 
nations parted themselves .. .; but also that y 1) Toxo 
ONT in v. 5 has been inserted in error, and has displaced 
np 22 75x (‘these are the sons of Yepheth’), which must, 
at any rate, be restored either at the beginning of v. 5 or 
else after owim. The absence of any reference to the 
‘parting’ of the ‘nations’ in vv. 20 and 31 favours the 
former suggestion. 

The remainder of v. 5 suggests problems which have 
been too slightly examined. Kautzsch-Socin render, 
‘(These are the sons of Yepheth) according to their lands, 
their different languages, their tribes and populations.’ 
No note is attached to this. Yet y2755 wx and on™ 
are strange, and corruption is strongly indicated. It is 
probable that tx comes from wx (cp. on ix. 20) and 
2055 from Sxynw (cp. on Josh. vii. 21(?), xv. 2, xviii. 19, 
Psaee xi 15, tixvin sy Ps: beiveo)  cxxigwexlh 12); while 
nimI11 may represent orm 702, a gloss on or 721 (w. 6). 

There still remains pnyiwi. This has probably come from 
ywa, which was misread /y.N2, ze. (as was thought) onyqN2. 
A marginal gloss (now corrupted into yx, see above) ex- 
plained that ‘in the land of Asshur-Yerahme’el’ meant ‘ (in) 
Arabia” The same or similar problems meet us in wv. 
20, 31, 32. Note the importance attached to the fact 
that here, as elsewhere (see on v. 1), the Uxgeschichte of the 
Hebrews had for its scene the land of the Yerahme’elite or 
Arabian Asshur. 

This, then, is our result thus far. All the names in wv. 
2-4 have an Arabian, indeed most probably a N. Arabian 
reference. This is directly confirmed by the statement in 
v. 5, which should probably run thus—‘ These are the sons 
of Yepheth (Yaphlet?) in the land of Asshur-Yerahme’el, 
according to their clans’ (Gloss on ‘ Assh. Yer.” Arab’; on 
bené Ham (v. 6), bené Yarham). 

We now come to the sons, grandsons, and great- 
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grandsons of Ham (vv. 6, 7, 20). The first two on the list 
are Kish (wi) and Misraim or Misrim (v. 6). Although 
it would be plain, even without extant evidence, that the 
Hebrews must have been acquainted with Ethiopia and 
Egypt, yet the context (of J and P combined) forbids us to 
identify wd and ono with these regions. In fact, Gen. 
x. 6 is one of a number of passages in which (as a careful 
examination shows) these names must refer to countries in 
N. Arabia.t Let me venture to speak first of Kish. I can 
see no occasion to suppose with Jastrow (who develops an 
idea of Winckler) that the name is ‘indefinitely used for 
the extreme south without a sharp differentiation between 
S. Arabia and the corresponding district on the African 
coast.’ Surely the existence of a Kis or Kish in N. Arabia 
is sufficiently proved by the use of Ku-u-si and Melubha 
(from Yerahme’el ?) together as a designation of N. Arabia. 
There\imay; indeed; have” beén -a \S.eArabian Kish, bute 
why need we introduce it here? [On the subject of an 
Arabian Kish see, further, Winckler, Azbbert Journal, 
ii. 577 7, and especially his Musrz, ii. (1898), and KAT, 
p. 144 7.3; also #.2b., ‘Cush’ ; B2ble Problems, pp. 167, 
178-182; Ed. Meyer, Dze [sraelzten, pp. 315-317, 463 ff] 
Can we throw any fresh light on the name Kish? I 
venture to think that we can. Our study of names such as 
D2, Two, pwot, Tpw rm, ows, omdp>, pn» leads to the 
conclusion that Jw, pw, wd, 09, when they occur as elements 
in proper names, are really corrupt fragments of 7mwy, a 
name which, though the MT. acknowledges it only in 
I Chr. ii. 24, iv. 5 (in Calebite genealogies), is still recog- 
nisable in many passages underneath the corrupt, traditional 
text, and which, 10 they MTvitselt (see tontvi al palieer ay, 
has often been modified into ww, sometimes also into 
Twa, Dp ]w, Ww, and mm. As we have already seen (on 
li. 14), the name Ashhur is the designation of a part or 
parts of Arabia—sometimes of a district bordering on 
Palestine, sometimes of a more distant region. This sug- 


1 See ég. on ii. 13. It should be mentioned that in Am, ix. 7 
owv2 has most probably come from omw3 = o12w, ‘Ashhur-aram’ 

2 Article in Proc. of Amer, Philos. Soc., 1903, p. 187, note 2. Cp. 
Winckler, KAT), pp. 137, 144. 
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gests the inquiry whether wy, though complete in itself, 
and not merely an element in a compound name, may not, 
like the names 1h and 1)n, be a corrupt fragment of 7y)rtr. 
It does not follow that Kish and Ashhur have the same 
geographical significance ; only that Kiish was an Ashhurite 
region, a fact which is in itself highly probable. The 
intermediate forms between 1) and 7.7K would be wrDN 
and winn; in I S. xxi. 10, etc., we actually find wx as the 
name of a ‘Philistine’ king. Cp. also wp, Mw» (from 
ww), mpd» (from mp-Sxom?), py, Tod», pow. It 
now becomes clear how the wife of Moses can be at once 
a Kushite (E) and a daughter of Yithro (J), for 3m prob- 
ably comes from 7nwx, a synonym of amwrx. Nor need we 
wonder that a N. Arabian Ashhur or Asshur is not men- 
tioned in the Assyrian inscriptions ; for Kis is mentioned 
there, and Kis, according to our theory, comes from Ahrash 
= Ashhur. (It is worth noticing that in Isa. xi. 11 6 Kish 
occurs, not directly after Misrim, but between Sarephath 
(Pathros) and Yerahme’el (Elam) ; see above, p. 165, note 4.) 

Next to Kush comes ox», not as if the latter were 
inferior to its companion, but probably for euphony. How 
is it to be pronounced? Misraim? But we shall find in 
studying vv. 13-14 that J, at any rate, did not think of 
Misraim (ze. Egypt), but of Misrim, ze the N. Arabian 
Musri, the existence of which was made out by Glaser and 
Winckler together with that of the Arabian Kush. As Prof. 
Kittel well says,’ ‘the existence of Musri cannot be con- 
tested.’ Doubtless a larger bulk of external evidence would 
be more satisfactory, but the internal evidence is abundant. 
And what is Musri? According to Winckler,? Musri is the 
name of the land which, on the south, adjoins Judea and 
Edom, and stretches towards the Sinaitic peninsula and 
Arabia, and whose northern boundary is the nabal Musri 
(Assyrian) or oO Sma (xv. 18). The exact position of 
the ‘op ’2 is disputable. Suffice it to say that the realm of 
the king of Misrim must apparently have been extensive,’ 


1 KAT), p. 143. Hommel, however, makes Mosar (Musur or 
Musri) synonymous with Midian (Vier neue Landschaftsnamen, p. 277). 

2 Neue kirchliche Zettschr. xiv. (1903), p. 574. 

3 See Crit. Bib. p. 336. 
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and that he was most probably a vassal of the king of 
Ashhur (in the larger sense of the word),’ which does not, 
however, prevent him from joining the king of Kush (ze. of 
Ashhur in a narrower sense) in a struggle with the ‘great 
king’ of Asshur or Ashhur.2 The view that onxn is 
equivalent to the N. Arabian Musri, or, at any rate, includes 
this Musri, is the key to a large number of O.T. passages.’ 
I say ‘includes, because of Winckler’s and Hommel’s 
suggestion that Misraim, if we accept this vocalisation, may 
include both Egypt and N.W. Arabia, in fact all the 
country over which the so-called Pharaoh claimed the 
suzerainty. That I myself am convinced of the correctness 
of this view would be too much to say.* There are, at any 
rate, many more cases in which o»yd,in the mind of the 
original writer, stood for the N. Arabian Musri than for Egypt. 

One of the chief difficulties felt by students in accepting 
this theory is the unproductive character of the soil in the 
N. Arabian border-land at present. We have no reason, 
however, in spite of Prof. Ed. Meyer, to believe that it was 
equally unproductive in a remote antiquity. The wddys 
were not always dry, nor was irrigation deficient, and the 
culture, both moral and physical, of the land and _ its 
inhabitants was very different from what it is to-day. The 
commentator is not to be blamed for the inevitable /acune 
in his information. The Hebrew texts (see e.g. the occur- 
rences of owxN in Gen.-Ex.) compel him to assume much 
that needs confirmation from other sources, unless, indeed, we 
prefer to cover over exegetical problems of the first magnitude. 

Another form of ‘Misrim’ is the singular form xn ;° 
see, 22 Ke xix: 247 (Isas xxxvits'o 5) isarxixao, WMiceviaae 
A shortened form of this is 18; see Am. i. 9, Ezek. xxvi. 2, 
Sten KVL en CLC) IXXVILL) '2)etci Bs. eieionmoeenn inner 


SSG RIA ISTO. oe. Ce. 2 Ibid. p. 384. 

3 Ed. Meyer actually says (p. 457) that Winckler has not pointed 
out a single O.T. passage in which the equation ox» =the asserted 
N. Arabian Musri (except those referring to ‘p 5n3) can even be discussed. 
My own &zble Problems gives a sufficient answer to such a strange mis- 
statement. See reference further on. 

* psp may have developed out of msn. A locative form, not a dual. 

5 The pointing 7\sp is due to a faulty conjectural interpretation of the 
word as ‘fortification’ or the like (cp. Mic. vii. 12, @ and A.V.). 
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E. Bztb., ‘Mizraim’; Cheyne, Bzble Problems, pp. 161-178 ; 
Winckler, KAT®, pp. 146f.; Musri, Melupha, Ma‘tn; 
‘North Arabia and the Bible, Azbdert Journal, April 1904 ; 
Hommel, Aufsdtze, pp. 302-312; Ed. Konig, Piinf neue 
arabische Landschafisnamen, etc., pp. 19-38; A. Noordtzij, 
‘Musri, Theol. Tijdschr. 1906, pp. 379, 454 (like Konig, 
highly controversial and unprogressive); Ed. Meyer, Dze 
Israeliten, pp. 455 ff (chiefly on cuneiform texts; weak on 
the O.T. side). To what is said in 2. Bz. ‘Mizraim, § 1, 
on the forms and meaning of oynxn, I would now add a 
reference (from Johns, Ass. Deeds, iii. 473) to the Assyrian 
name Musirai and to the Moabite royal name Musuri (temp. 
Esarhaddon). ‘I am not convinced,’ says Mr. Johns, ‘that 
it necessarily means “Egyptian.”’ Truly, it is not less 
unnatural to explain it ‘Egyptian’ than to give this meaning 
Foe MI 1 stoy Kodi. 21 (sée.Cr77.0h70.) and 1) Chri tiga, 
Put and Canaan form a couple, like Kush and Misrim. 
The view of Jastrow (pp. 188, 190 f) that ‘Canaan’ is a 
later addition, due to the hostility existing between Hebrews 
and Canaanites, has no other basis but the erroneous theory 
that the ‘ Hamites’ represent ‘accursed’ nations. Of course, 
if Put means the land called: Punt (ze. the Abyssinian and 
Somali coast)! in the Egyptian inscriptions, ‘Canaan’ 
cannot rightly be coupled with it. But is this identification 
defensible? According to Ezek. xxx. 5, Put was among 
the supporters of o“x¥O; now it cannot be asserted that 
Punt ever supplied Egypt with warriors. It is more plaus- 
ible to compare Putu-yaman, a city whose prince was an 
ally of Amaris, king of Egypt. It is true, we require not a 
city, but a region. But may not a city and a region bear 
the same name? Yaman is, to us, a well-known name (see 
on ‘Yavan, v. 2); it means ‘ Yerahme’el.’? So too in Ex. 
vi. 25 (see note) Putiel is most probably a Yerahme’elite or 
N. Arabian name. The context certainly favours this view, 
for DmTYD, or rather DMD, most probably represents on-mnp}, 
z.e. Nephtoah of Has (=Ashhur). Put is therefore to be 
regarded as a N. Arabian name. And the same result 
follows if we look at the names compounded with Put in 


1 So W. M. Miller, &. Bzb., ‘Egypt,’ § 48. 
2 Otherwise Winckler, AO/1i. 512 f See, further, £. Bzd., ‘ Put.’ 
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Assyrian deeds,’ and at those with which Put is grouped in 
various O.T. passages.” Among the former let us notice 
Puti-Huru and Puti-Mani, where Huru is probably from 
Ashhur, and Mani from Yamani (Yerahme’elite), and among 
the latter, Kush, Lud, and ayy (pronounce “Arab) in Ezek. 
xxx. 5, and Paras and Lud in Ezek. xxvii. 10. We have 
therefore to find some well-known (N. Arabian) name out 
of which Put may have been corrupted. Such a name 
would be mip (=mpn, see on ii. 144, xv. 18), also nop 
(1 Chr. ii. 47, Calebite) = nbp (see on Num. xvi. 1). 

If Put is really N. Arabian, the presumption is that 
Canaan (Kena‘an) is so too, ze. that originally the latter 
name did not mean Palestine, or any part of Palestine. 
But let us put this aside for the moment, and ask ourselves 
how it has come about that ‘Canaan’ (understood in the 
traditional sense) is represented as a son of Ham, and a 
younger brother of Kush and Misr(a)im. Various answers 
have been given (see eg. Driver, Genests, p. 118; Jastrow, 
Hamites and Semttes, p. 188); but who would say that any 
one of them is more than provisional ? 

It is only a deeper study of the names in the O.T. itself 
which will enable us to give a more satisfactory answer. It 
may be true that the Kinabhi of the Teli el-Amarna Tablets 
corresponds to the Rutenu of the Egyptian inscriptions.® 
But this does not permit the conjecture that Canaan origzn- 
ally meant Syria, and that the combination of Canaan with 
Misr(a)im is to be explained by the political subordination 
of Syria and Palestine to Egypt. For the name Canaan is 
most probably much earlier than the Amarna Tablets, and 
is one of the names of districts and tribes or clans which the 
Arabians took with them in their northern migrations (cp. 
Enc. Brit®®, ‘Canaan’). 

The identification of ‘Canaan’ with the Kinahhi or (the 
fuller form) Kinahni* may be safely accepted. Kinahni 

1 See Johns, Ass. Deeds, iii. 165 f 

4 See* Nah. -iii. 9, Jer. xlvi. 9, Ezek. xxvii. 10, xxx. °§, xXxxvili. 5. 
On the names with which Put is here grouped see Crit. Bzd. and 
£. Bib. 

3 E. Meyer, G/lossen (on the Am. Tablets), pp. 67, 68 note 1 
(1897); cp. PraSek, Lap. Times, xi. 207. 

4 Halévy, REY, avril-juin 1890, p. 207. 
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evidently corresponds to jy23, and Kinahhi to Xv4, ze. yp, 
the name under which Pheenicia is personified by Philo of 
Byblus. To explain yi) and jy29 as ‘lowland’! is out of the 
question. But we can most certainly venture to say that, 
on grounds of analogy, jy) is to be grouped with jy», jpy, 
PY, P2y, OYIP, PP, yp, all of which, as a strict textual 
criticism shows, are to be regarded as of N. Arabian origin. 
Such an origin for jy) is further suggested by Num. 
xiii. 296, where underneath the present text we may 
recognise a statement that the Canaanites ‘dwell by Yaman 
and beside the Yarhon’; by Ezek. xvii. 4, where ‘the land 
of Can.’ is || to ‘Arab-Yerahme’el (MT. is wrong); and 
by Zeph. ii. 5, where ‘Canaan’ is |] to ‘the land of the 
Pélistim’ (cp. on v. 14). Note also that in ix. 18 (re- 
vised text) ‘Ham’ (ze. Yerahme’el’) is defined~as ‘ Arab- 
Canaan.’ 

It is still the Priestly Writer who gives us the names of 
five ‘sons’ of Kush (v. 7). The first is Seba (81D), who is 
mentioned in Isa. xliii. 3 with Misr(a)im and Kush), and in 
Ps, lxii. 10 with Sheba (see.on v.:28). See below, on 
‘Sabta.—Then comes Havilah (adym), which we have 
already met with in the Paradise-story (see on ii. 11), and 
shall find again in J’s list of the Yoktanites (v. 29), very 
near ‘Sheba, also in an account of the territory of the 
Ishmaelites (xxv. 18, J). It has, of course, been noticed 
with surprise that v. 29 makes ‘ Havilah’ a Shemite, whereas 
in v. 7 he appears as a Hamite. According to Jastrow 
(p. 180) this inconsistency is to be illustrated by the habits 
of the later Arabic historians, who are accustomed to put 
different traditions side by side, the second tradition being 
introduced by the word £&é/a, ‘others say. The explanation, 
however, is incomplete. ‘Shem’ and ‘Ham’ are, as we 
have seen, different names for the same imaginary personage ; 
Ishmael (Shem) and Yerahme’el (Ham) are synonymous. 
‘Havilah’ itself is a pure Yerahme’elite name; just as j) 
comes from jm (see on v. 2), so m5yn comes from a>wn 


1 So still Hommel, Gr. p. 242. But see G. F. Moore, Proc. Amer. 
Or. Soc., 1890, pp. Ixvii. # Winckler (KAT), p. 181) remarks, ‘At 
present there is no prospect of explaining the name etymologically.’ 
But it is something to be able to group it rightly. 
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(cp. Son, xvi. 12), ze. Sxamy with the feminine ending. 
Sabta and Sabteka may be shortened forms of the same 
name, a compound of 10(=N1pD) and xn), perhaps = njyn 
(cp. on ‘ Kittim, v. 4). 

Ra‘mah (W9v) and his sons. Can we illustrate this 
name? The reference is admittedly Arabian (see £. £2., 
s.v.), but the origin is still obscure. The essential is to place 
the name in the right group. The nearest parallel is nox1 
(Dt. iv. 43). We may also compare the personal name 
mov (Neh. vii. 7), which corresponds to mp4? in Ezra ii. 2. 
All these are derivatives of DoN; the appendix 7 in myn 
has come from y= n[hp. Ra‘mah’s two sons are Sheba 
(32%) and Dedan. The critics have, naturally enough, been 
puzzled at the repetition of ‘Sheba’ in v. 28 (Yoktanites) ; 
cp. Jastrow, p. 180. Shall we say that there were two 
Shebas, a northern (see on 1 K. x. 1) and a southern, and 
that the N. Arabian Sheba was a colony from the south? 
But why only two Shebas? and why a colony from the 
south.? Surely naw is a derivative of yow, and simply indi- 
cates an Ishmaelite or Yerahme’elite settlement. Observe 
that ‘Sheba’ and ‘Dedan’ occur again in xxv. 3 (note), 
and that in Ezek. xxxviii. 13 these names occur together 
with ‘ Tarshish,’ z.e. Ashtar (= Ashhur); see on v. 4. Dedan 
(j171), or perhaps ;TT (see on ‘Dodanim,’ v. 4), is a region 
in N:- Arabia! Cp. on xvis)14, on sa. xxii oksiandmed 
Ezek. xxvii. 15 a. Glaser (Skzgze, ii. 393) thinks that the 
neighbourhood of Medina is meant. 

So far as we know, P had no more to say about the 
Hamites. The epilogue forms v. 20, the text of which has 
been harmonised with v. 5, and should be similarly restored. 
For /sawa ’055 we should read Sxynm pixar (transposing), 
and for o7722, OD 722 (gloss on oO” 122). 


1 This gives us the key to Sn, v. 23. No connexion with in, ‘sand,’ 
This spoils Glaser’s explanation (S£zgze, il. 324). 

2 That 7 in mn represents Sy=Sw=)xom can hardly be 
doubted. Cp. on xnx, 2 S. xxiii. 20; dy, 1S, xvil. 36. 9° is explained 
above. 

3 According to Hommel (Gy. p. 142) the Sabzeans penetrated as 
far as S. Arabia in the eighth century B.C. from the N. Arabian Djéf (the 
Aribi of the cuneiform inscriptions, and the ‘ Yareb’ of Hosea). I agree 
with him that the ‘queen of Sheba’ was a N. Arabian princess. 
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It has been thought strange that P’s list of the sons of 
Shem (v. 22) should begin with Elam (ody). To explain 
this, some refer to the existence of a Semitic population 
in Elam (the famous Elam) in very early times, dependent 
on Babylonia, while others suggest that Elam may have 
been regarded as including Babylonia, which country was 
conquered by the ‘ Anzanite’ lords of Susa and Elam; and, 
again, others (preferring more recent history) remind us that 
parts of Elam were annexed to Assyria by Sargon, or refer 
to the prominence of Elam in the Persian empire. It is, 
however, incorrect to suppose that there was only one Elam, 
and that P must have referred to the Elam with which we 
are familiar. A study of the other passages in which ody 
occurs, notably Isa. xi. I1 (already referred to), Ezek. 
XXxli. 24, and Ezra ii. 7, 31, makes it evident that there 
was a ody in the Ashhurite portion of N. Arabia,! and that 
it is referred to here. As to the origin of the name, we 
may—following many parallels—trace it either to Sxynw> or 
to Ssorm (the names are equivalent) ; cp. on xdn, xxiii. 9; 
on ody, xxi. 33; and on 5yny, Judg. v. 26. Of course, the 
origin of popular corruptions like oS-y was early forgotten ; 
the name quickly obtained independent rights. 

On Asshur (x) not much more need be said here. 
The name (also Ashhur)* meets us again and again, both in 
a narrower and in a wider sense. The first to indicate a 
southern Asshur (Ashur) was the learned traveller Glaser, 
who was followed by Hommel.? Apart from the leading 
idea, I am myself independent of Hommel (see Szdle 
Problems, pp. 182 f, 262-270), and need not therefore 
consider Prof. K6énig’s far too confident criticisms (of. cét. 
pp. I-19). Among the Asshur passages, note ii. 14, x. II, 
Sod Eee, 16, 1sa xine) 2 3°25, Ezek. xxili5, 7/20, 
etc, xxvVil. 239 Zephii..13, Ezraiii. 31:' In-Zeph. Ze note 
that Saphdn (a region in N. Arabia; see pp. 30, 32) and 

1 The confidence of Cornill that Elam in Jer. xlix. 34 is Elymais is 


astonishing. Hommel (G7. p. 248) suspects an E. Arabian Elam to 
be referred to in Gen. x. 22. 

2 ¢Shur’ and ‘Hur’ are shortened forms of ‘Asshur’ and ‘ Ashhur’ 
respectively. ‘Ashhur’ has probably come from ‘ Asshur-yerah’ (cp. 
Ashdod). 

3 AHT, pp. 239-246. 


12 
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Asshur are parallel, and in Ezra that ‘the other Elam’ 
should be ‘Elam of Asshur’ (a phrase which speaks 
volumes), also that the next names in the list are onnN= 
om and 75 = v5) (the southern Gilead). 

Arpakshad (72878). A controversy between Hommel 


and myself’ left the former as strongly convinced as before 
that the name meant ‘(Ur-the-) of Chaldeans.’ To me it 
seemed more likely that 21" was the Hebraised name of 
the Assyrian province Arbaha or (KB ii. 88 7) Arabha. In 
this case 7) would be a fragment of Ww), z.2., as most think, 
Chaldza (see on xxii. 22). V. 22 would then run thus, 
‘The sons of Shem; Elam and Asshur and Arpak-kesed 
and Lud and Aram,’ JV. 24 is admittedly a redactor’s 
insertion, and the form Arpakshad might also come from 
the redactor, who misunderstood Arpak-kesed in v. 22. 
The true reading in xi. 10 f£ would, in this case, be w9,” 
which the redactor (who had already miswritten the com- 
pound name in x. 22) turned into 7woD1n. The textual 
phenomena, however, which have come to light since 1897 
suggest a different explanation. It is clear that My, 
‘Arabia, may be miswritten sop (xvi. 12, Hos. viii. 9), 
pw (Gen. xli. 50), and tay? (Prov. viii. 26), and that ow) 
has often come from ow), a popular distortion of DIN7MwYN 
(see on xi. 31). If consistency is any virtue, we cannot 
help explaining 7w2H7x as a corruption of ‘aw2-My, where 
‘sm is a short way of writing ovw>.* Thus mop1N and 
DTW) Wx are different corruptions of the same original. 
Cp. on xi. 31 (Ur-kasdim) and xxii. 22 (Kesed),and &. Bzb., 
cols. 5231-5234.—The next name is Lad (1S; Sam. 75). 
Does P here make a sudden spring to Asia Minor? Or 


1 Academy, 17th Oct. 1896; AAT, pp. 212, 297; Exfositor, 
Feb. 1897, pp. 145-148 (against Hommel). Prof. Hommel now 
explains, ‘boundary of the Chaldeans’ (G7. p. 184, note 1). 

2 Gunkel, who finds this theory attractive, remarks that the reading 
‘Kesed’ would harmonise well with the statement in xi. 31 that Terah 
migrated from Ur-Kasdim. This is true, but the reading which under- 
lies Arpakshad harmonises perfectly with that form which the corrupt 
reading Ur-Kasdim has most probably developed. 

3 See pp. 38, 70. 

4 For other views see Del. Paradies, p. 256; Hommel, AAT, 
PP. 212,) 294-208); =F xp. Times, xii. 285, “and (G7. pp tS aera 
Cheyne, Exfositor, Feb. 1897, pp. 145 7, and &. Bzb,, cols. 318 f. 
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was he really ignorant of the situation of Lydia (Ass. 
Luddu)? Or can Jensen and Jeremias be right in tracing 
Lid to Lubdu, the name of a region between the Upper 
Tigris and the Euphrates? No; neither Luddu or Lubdu 
is the original of Lid. Analogy (cp. Hur, Mash, Hul, 
Ram) indicates that Lid is most probably a fragment of 
some longer name. Not, however, of Rutenu, a well-known 
early Egyptian designation of Palestine and Syria (Wiede- 
mann), but, as the context suggests, and as is confirmed by 
gratis «NE ovilewe 7%), Nehs i236) ¥ Chri viti-n L2,\.0f 
some Arabian border-name, and most probably of ya, ze. 
that southern Gilead which gives us so much to do in 
explaining some parts of the O.T. (see on ‘ Ludim,’ v. 13, 
and on xxxi. 21). For ty>=—5 compare Syta = 15a, 
OMX Ven Ors 

Aram (ox). Is this the great Aramzan people which 
spread over the N.E. region as far as Mesopotamia? It is 
no doubt plausible. But the context, strictly examined, 
is adverse to this view. Observe (1) that in Num. xxiii. 7 
DAN is || to OTP 7; now Dp in such passages cannot, 
so far as I can see, mean ‘the east.’ Balaam, whose home 
was in Pethor, could not, if Pethor is really = Ass. Pitru, be 
said to have come from ‘the east.’ In all such passages a 
N. Arabian region is referred to; op has arisen out of 
Dpi = orm (see on xxix. 1). Observe also (2) that in xxii. 2 
‘it is strange’ (as Driver, p. 223, remarks) ‘to find him 
(Aram) subordinated to the unknown Kemuel,’ or rather, 
from our point of view, it is very naturally said that Aram 
had the closest possible connexion with ‘ Kemuel,’ ze. Yerah- 
me’el.? And (3) that in xxv. 20 ‘ Bethuel’ and ‘ Laban’ are 
both called "an. Now 5syni is certainly to be grouped with 
Syamx and San, both of which come from Sxynw. The 
truth is that o4x is one of the old names adopted by P, and 


1 In all these passages > (presumably =) is mentioned with isix 
or 338, a name which is certainly N,. Arabian (see on xli, 50, Ezra, Z.c., 
Neh. vi. 2). 

2 Ed. Meyer, who knows of only one Aram, and is not as clear as 
could be wished about Kedem, naturally prefers to read 04x for ox (so 
Hommel). 

3 As we shall see (on xxii. 21) oo8 °’a8 comes from Ow 72, Ze. 
‘x aay, ‘Aramean Arabia,’ a gloss on >s1pp. 
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means a large part of the N. Arabian border-land. For the 
formation of the name, cp. ow from Sxyow (note on ix. 18). 

V. 23. The ‘sons’ of Aram. Uz (psy). A number of 
identifications have been offered. Gunkel, for instance, 
offers cuneiform authority for locating Uz (Us) near 
Palmyra. The Biblical data are hopelessly conflicting, 
which ought to incite us to examine the text more closely 
(see #. Bzb. ‘Uz’). We know that Job, a typical wise man, 
was of the land of Uz (Jobi. 1); also that he was one of 
the sons of Kedem (v. 3), a name which is plainly a corrup- 
tion of Rekem, ze. Yarham (cp. on ‘Aram’). Uz is also 
mentioned as the eldest ‘son’ of Nahor, Abraham’s brother 
(xxii. 21), and as the grandson of Seir the Horite (xxxvi. 28). 
Evidently ‘ Uz’ is a corruption of some N. Arabian name, 
but of which?—5san, a Yerahme’elite clan (see on 754m, 
bea Sar, Num. iii, 35)— an. According to Marquart 
(ZATW, 1885, p. 155), from Aramaic ma, ze. tp. 
—wp. A connexion with the name of a mountain, 
whether the ‘mons Masius’ or the MaSu (see Jensen, KB 
vil, p.. 5765 Zimmern, KA7™, p. 573; Jasttow, RBA: 
p- 489) is most improbable. Either a mutilated form of 
qwo, @ poooy (so 1 Chr. i. 17), for which see on v. 2; or to 
be explained as nwo, v. 30. The Sam. here reads xwn. 

V.31." Epilogue. “These? are the sons of “Shem ac- 
cording to their clans.’ Then continue ‘in the land of 
Ishmael ’—'nw pora; and at the end correct om™29 as in 
v. 5,etc., a mistaken interpolation from v. 32. 

V. 32. Final epilogue. om 23, ze. orm 722, Yarhamites 
or Yerahme’elites, a gloss on m2 122. In a wide but strictly 
correct sense all the ‘sons of Noah’ were Yerahme’elites 
of N. Arabia. This must be taken in connexion with the 
closing words in their true form, viz. ‘in Ashhur-Yerahme’el ’ 
(see on v. I 8). 

We now pass to the Yahwistic Table (J), putting aside 
all questions as to its original form and subsequent develop- 
ment. The first problem which concerns us is that of 
Nimrod. How strange it is that so much should be said 
about one of the genealogical figures, and one only! How 
strange, too, that ‘Nimrod, the real or supposed repre- 
sentative of Babylonia and Assyria, should be made a 
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Kushite, ze. a Hamite! Surely, if the references to Egypt 
usually supposed to exist in the earlier historical narratives 
are correct, the Yahwist had quite as much opportunity of 
learning about Egyptain as about Babylonian and Assyrian 
cities. And if we further hold with Jastrow (p. 205) that 
the Babylonians and Assyrians were made ‘ Hamites,’ 
because Ham, according to J, takes the place of the 
‘accursed’ Canaan, we cannot but find this very perplexing, 
considering the direct or indirect indebtedness of the culture 
of Israel to that of Babylonia. It has therefore been 
suggested that the redactor may have confused Kush = 
Ethiopia (in P) and Kush=the Kassites who early con- 
quered Babylonia (see &. Bzb., ‘Cush, § 1 ; ‘Nimrod, § 2)." 

If, however, we look closely at the account of ‘ Nimrod,’ 
we shall see that he is not represented solely as a conqueror, 
but also—and indeed especially—as a great founder of 
cities. ‘Moreover, the difficulties connected with the names 
of the cities and with the phrase my 753 remain, and as a 
point of method we ought first of all to seek to clear up 
these names in the light of probable conclusions attained 
elsewhere in the criticism of traditional names. * 

Let us take this phrase (in v. 9) first. Assuming it to 
mean ‘a mighty hunter, some have supposed that v. g has 
been brought from some other context.? But surely the 
redactor would not have accepted a ‘ parenthesis’ (Driver’s 
word) in which 722. was used in a new sense (expressing 
relation), while in v. 8 722 clearly means ‘a hero.’ If, then, 
2. in v. g can only mean ‘a hero,’ x which follows must 
be corrupt ; it is most plausible to regard it as a corruption 
of poy.’ It is true, this undermines the conjecture of the 
connexion of Nimrod with Gilgamesh, the legendary hunter- 
king of Uruk,’ perhaps of solar-mythical origin, which has 


1 This view is now held by Holzinger (p. 101), Ed. Meyer (p. 208, 
note 1), and doubtfully by Gunkel (pp. 78 /). 

2 EF. Bib., ‘Nimrod,’ § 3. 

3 See eg. Oxf. Hex, ii. 16; Gunkel, p. 75; Driver (ad loc.), ‘a 
parenthesis.’ 

4 The alternative is to read j*xp, ‘judge, general, prince.’ 
5 Uruk’ generally taken to be the Erech of v. 10 (but see below). 
The four legendary achievements of Gilgamesh are his conquest of Uruk, 
his victory over Humbaba, king of Elam, his killing of the divine bull, 
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attracted several scholars (including Gunkel, Jensen, and to 
some extent Zimmern). But if this connexion were real, 
we should expect the name ‘Nimrod’ to have a plausible 
explanation from Babylonian, and such an explanation 
adapted to the Hebrew context I cannot find. 

Next, let us attack the problem of ‘Nimrod. The 
name, to a Hebrew ear, may have suggested ‘rebellion,’ but 
this does not help the critic, for all these early names 
have been worn down and assumed new forms. Nor does 
Mic. v. 5 suggest any promising solution. ‘To the later age,’ 
remarks Gunkel, ‘ Nimrod was the hero of Asshur (Assyria) ; 
Asshur is called “Nimrod’s land,” Mic. v. 5. But I am 
afraid that Gunkel is not exacting enough as a textual critic. 
It is true that the special commentators on Micah are equally 
disappointing on Mic. v. 4, 5 ; it has not been observed that 
oidw mm is a gloss, and that oy>w has come from Syynw 
(see on pow, xxxiii. 18). The gloss therefore means, ‘this 
is Ishmael, and refers to ws which follows. Now ‘ Asshur’ 
and ‘Ishmael’ are synonymous terms for the same region in 
N. Arabia, and 772, as v. 5 shows, is parallel to it. Two 
possibilities are open to us, for I cannot see a connexion 
with ‘Marduk’ (Sayce, Wellh.) to be at all indicated, 
Nimrod not being a solar hero. (1) If we hold that @’s 
form Ne8pwé (7723) is likely to be nearer to the original form, 
we may plausibly trace it to T7129, a modification of 7771, 
well known as a N. Arabian name (KB ii. 222 f; 
Winckler, KAT, pp. 133 7, note 1.2. Or (2), perhaps more 


and his strangling of the lion. Nimrod’s warlike achievements, how- 
ever, far exceed those of Gilgamesh. See, further, &. 8zd., ‘ Nimrod,’ 
$2; ‘Cainites,’ §6; A. Jeremias, Zedubar-Nimrod (1891), and eet 
(1904), pp. es j.; G. Smith, the Assyriologist, 7SBA 1. 205, etc. 
Driver, Genesis; Gunkel, Schipfung, p. 146. 

l T cannot recognise as such A. Tereming) s explanation, ‘ babylonisiert 
namir-uddu, dh. glainzendes Licht’ (A 7AO, Zc.). Nor can I possibly 
approve Jensen’s suggestion (Das Gilgamesch-Efos, i. 87, note 1) that 
‘ Nimrod’ may come from Namurd, underlying a name given to the 
god of light and of the chase (provisionally called Ninib) in the later 
ee period (Babylonian Expedition, Hilprecht, x., pp. xviii. a 
8 t) ’-m-w-sch-t. How unnatural ! 

2 The form may have come from 12, ‘Arabia of Dad’ (see on 
Xxxvi. 35), ‘Hadad, son of Bedad.’ Cp. ‘ma from ‘neva, a solution of 
an old problem eee needs a thoroughly candid consideration. 
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probably, 402 may have come from 442, miswritten for 
jOD, ze. jar, a popular modification of 5yony (jo frequently 
represents 59ND); cp. on ‘ Nisrok,’ 2 K. xix. 37. ‘Nimrod’ 
is therefore neither a Libyan-Egyptian’ nor a Babylonian, 
but a Yerahme’elite, ze N. Arabian hero. That he is 
fundamentally no mythical personage, whether Orion or 
the sun, I have shown elsewhere (see #. Bzb., ‘ Nimrod, § 4). 

Then follows, as most hold, a historical notice, to the 
effect that Nimrod was the first of the great empire-builders 
known to the Hebrews. But is this correct? Is ‘he began 
to be a hero in the earth (or, land)’ a natural Hebrew 
idiom? The nearest parallel is ix. 20, but that has already 
proved a stumbling-block, and, like iv. 26, must be corrupt. 
Note also that immediately after 29 Sma sim comes another 
clause (v. 9 a) which is also introduced by xi, and remember 
that we have already found that for ty 722 we have to read 
pyuy ta. Should we not also read poy ’n in v. 8, instead of 
pqni 722? It is now fair to suppose that the first poy 722 
is an interpolation from v. 9, and that nia) (cp. on iv. 26, 
ix. 20) should be Seam. m5 may be either a redac- 
tional insertion, or a corruption of 5yar™, originally, perhaps, 
a correction of baa. Thus vv. 8 and ga become, ‘ And Kush 
begot Rahman. [That is, Yerahme’el. He was an awe- 
inspiring hero my 2195]. 

And what can mm 195 mean? It is indeed an 
exegetical puzzle. Assuming that Nimrod was really repre- 
sented as a hunter, critics have supposed that the phrase is 
purely ornamental, ‘a great hunter even for God’ (Del. 
Dillm., etc.), or, to give it more force, have paraphrased ‘in 
defiance of God’ (Budde), while Gunkel (Gez. p. 79) supposes 
that there may have been a narrative of Nimrod hunting while 
a god (not originally Yahweh) looked on, and perhaps even 
helped him. Evidently fresh light is needed; the greatest 
admirer of Dillmann must grant this. Now, there is a weird 
section of Ezekiel (already referred to for Asshur, Elam, 


1 So Ed. Meyer, after seventeen years, still holds with regard to 
Nimrod the hunter (Dze /srae/. pp. 448 /.). 

2 Cp. Jeremias, A7AO, p. 158, ‘er ist ein Araber.’ But see the 
context. He supposes that the conquests of this Arabian hero lay in 
the region of the Euphrates and the Tigris. 
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Meshek, and Tubal) in the course of which (xxxii. 27) we 
find this singular phrase—or5iyn odp2 ovn2a-mx. Most 
explain this, ‘with the heroes, the giants of old time’ 
(reading od.yn), but a more penetrating criticism seems to 
have shown that the second and third words represent 
glosses on the first. orp? is the word we find in vi. 4, 
Num. xiii. 33 ; it can be shown to be applied to a much- 
dreaded race of Yerahme’elite origin (see notes on those 
passages); most probably it has arisen out of oad = ond 
(Lapanites = Labanites). At any rate, it gave the necessary 
definiteness to o 23, and it was itself explained (as if by 
an excess of zeal) by a further gloss ooxon? (miswritten 
odiyn). Now have we not the key to195? 295 should 
be pointed ~n ; it means ‘Labanite’; and mm which 
follows has come from ‘rr, ze. Sxor, as in Judge. ximick 
(see Crit. Bib.) and many other passages, or rather Syn, 
a gloss. The statement respecting ‘Nimrod’ (Rahman) 
therefore is simply that he was a formidable warrior, of the 
class referred to as Labanite or (par excellence) Yerahme elite. 
The idea that ‘when the Hebrews wished to describe a man 
as being a great hunter they spoke of him as “like 
Nimrod”’ (Driver) would therefore seem to be mistaken. 
The popular saying was, ‘Like Rahman, a formidable hero 
[a Lapanite, Yerahme’el]. See further, on vi. 4. 

But who, more particularly, was Rahman? Is he an 
individual whose true name has disappeared, but who was 
remembered as the founder of Yerahme’elite greatness? Or 
is he not rather the ‘heros eponymus’ of the migratory 
Yerahme’elite race? The latter view is preferable. Each 
migration, each conquering band of N. Arabians, had a 
leader ; these leaders were rolled by tradition into one, and 
became a single ‘formidable hero, who received, under one 
of its forms, the common name of his race, Yerahme’el. 
And what direction did those conquering expeditions take ? 
There is evidence that the Arabian migrations spread very 
widely indeed. The founders of the Hammurabi dynasty 
in Babylonia were Arabians, and, as the names Hammu- 
rabi and Sumu-abi themselves suggest, Yerahme’elite 

=Ishmaelite) Arabians,’ while the Arabian origin of the 


1 See on v. 32, and cp. on ‘Shemeber,’ xiv. 2. 
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Phoenicians is plain from many of their names.’ Still it 
may, in the first instance, be presumed that the districts 
referred to as conquered by the Yerahme’elites were near 
the southern border of Palestine. It is to this region 
that the early legends of Genesis thus far relate, and we 
may expect the statements of vv. 10-12 to refer to it also. 
Let us therefore now examine the ten names mentioned 
in the traditional text. These are—Babel, Erech, Akkad, 
Kalneh, the land of Shinar, Asshur, Nineveh, Rehoboth-‘ir, 
Kelah, Resen. Of these, 1-3, 6, 7, and g are supposed to 
have been identified, while the remaining four are admitted 
to be still obscure, even with the help of Assyriology. Let 
us take these four first, and see whether they show signs of 
belonging to any of those types of corruption which recur 
so frequently in the text of other O.T. writings. 

Let us (a2) begin with the riddle of Shzxar, syiw, in the 
traditional text the name of the region in which the four 
cities first mentioned were situated. It is, from every point 
of view, bold to trace its origin to ‘Sumer’ (S. Babylonia). 
But it seems still bolder to connect it with the Sanhar of 
the Amarna letters and the Sangara of the Egyptian inscrip- 
tions, and to suppose both these forms to be = Karduniash, 
the Kassite name for Babylonia.2 Those who have noted 
down a few of the recurrent types of corruption pointed out 
in Crit. Bzb. (see especially pp. 210, 243, 407 f) will 
recognise the true solution at once. Just as jw comes from 
wax =jow y=Sxynwm /y, so ay2w comes from wy jow 
=’y ‘pm, ‘Arabian Ishmael.” This will suit all the 
passages in which the name occurs (viz. x. IO, xi. 2, 
iver Oposh-oviie2 1) ) Isai 41; Zecht vii rt; Dani22); 
if a keen and consistent criticism be applied also to the 
contexts. Note especially that in xiv. I the king of “yaw is 
called by the compound name Sp px, where tox has come 
from DIN (ze. the southern Aram = Yerahme’el), and that 


1-See p. 43, and elsewhere in ‘ Cosmogony.’ 

2 Ed. Meyer (Glossen, see E£. Bib., Shinar’); so Hommel, G7. p. 6 ; 
cp. pp. 257, note 2, 300. On the other side, see Winckler, KAT, 
p. 238. Cp. Pinches, in Hast. DB iv. 503 4, whose view is, I fear, no 
better than those which he rejects. 

3 Both nnx and nx come from anes, 
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the names .NIw and 7ANNw (v. 2) are, from the same point 
of view, no doubt corruptions of the same original as 7y2w. 

(0) Kalneh, m9 NTI Veaivas act s25>, Isa. x. g), is also 
difficult ;+ Jensen would emend it into wasp = Kullaba, an old 
Babylonian city.” But in Amos and Isaiah it is the conquest 
of city after city by the Asshurites in one of their invasions 
that is referred to. Similarly in Nah. iii. 8 we should 
perhaps read ON 3252[10] (Calno of Amon, ze. of Armon or 
Yerahme’el). The origin, however, of Kalneh or Kalno is 
not clear. Should we not read, for both forms, mad? 
‘Nimrod, as we have seen, is called a Labanite. 

(¢) Rehoboth-tr (7y Marm) should mean ‘broad places of 
a city’; but how can this be right? Assyriologists gener- 
ally equate the name with the ~ébz¢ Nznd of the inscriptions. 
The uncertainty of this, however, has been candidly set 
forth by Mr. Johns (Z&. 42d., col. 4029), and on this and 
other grounds we are amply justified in seeking light 
elsewhere. Now experience shows that 1y not unfrequently 
comes from ty =5Sxor (see on xxiii, 10, xxxvi. 43), 
while Rehob and Rehoboth are familiar to us as names of 
places. One of the Rehoboths (perhaps that in xxxvi. 37) 
seems to have been called ‘ Rehoboth of Arabia.’ 

(2) Resen (on). <A difficult name. Assyriology does 
not help us (DB iv: 220 \4>670,, Reseny § i; ‘ep. Nestle; 
Exp. Times, July 1904, p. 476). It is, however, plausible to 
suppose that it is miswritten for qy2p, Ze. mav-Syyow; cp. 
on yl, v. 10, and on a (Dt. ili. 9), also PD, 2D, TIDAD 
(Josh. xv. 31), all from joo =Sxvow. This is confirmed by 
the gloss which follows. For underneath the improbable 
novia yy xi? it is not hard to recognise qy52 yy NIT, 
which the redactor doubtless had before him, but failed to 
understand (ry =5xnr). Possibly, then, }O1 (yap) is 
rather a regional than a place name, at least if we are right 
in questioning j14 in v. 11 4 (see below). 


1 See &. Bib., ‘Calneh,’ ‘ Calno’; Harper, Amos and Hosea, p. 144. 
2 TLZ, 1895, col. 510 (ap. Jeremias, 4 7AO, p. 164). 

8 This passage seems to have affected the form of Jonah iii. 3, 4. 
See Crit. Bib, p. 151, the statements of which, however, are not 
entirely correct. It would seem that in the original text (altered by the 
redactor) the phrase in Gen. x. 12, yb: 3 sn, was taken to refer to 
Nineveh. 
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Let us now turn to the place-names, which, according 
to a delightful opinion, have been successfully explained. 
(2) Bah, Few scholars doubt that, except in Ezra v. 13 and 
Neh. xiii. 6 (where it is supposed to mean the Persian 
kingdom), this very familiar name means ‘ Babylon.” But 
it is not less positively asserted that wx always (except 
where the name is applied to the Babylonian, or the Persian, 
or the Greco-Syrian kingdom), means ‘ Assyria. When, 
however, we consider the large number of double or even 
triple applications of the same name (e¢,g. Rehoboth, Kush, 
Musri), we cannot assure ourselves that this is not a mere 
prejudice. The view here put forward again is that 529 
was the name, or one of the names, of the chief city of the 
great Yerahme’elite empire called Asshur or Ashhur, which 
included the smaller kingdoms on the S. Palestinian border ; 
hence 523 and wx can be used as equivalents! An early 
legend connected with ¢hzs 522 (certainly not with ‘ Babylon’) 
is to be found in xi. 1-9, from which narrative it appears 
that another form of the name for the capital was either 
m5n or yon (see on xi. 8). In fact, internal evidence 
throws much more light on this subject than might be 
supposed. In Ezek. xxvii. 4, xxviii. 2, 8, the improbable 
reading o°° 152 should probably be emended into oy» 522 
“Babel of the Yamanites. From Ezek. xxi. 24 (19), we, 
further learn that 5.2 was in the land of Asshur, for the 
impossible tmx pando should of course be >mwr 'n.” This 
is confirmed by Jer. li. 1, where ‘np x5 comes from op? pak 
Babel of Yarkam (= Yarham), a gloss on 5233 and by v. 41, 
where Jww (see p. 47) comes from 7208 = TN (or OTD 'wn), 
which is parallel to 592; also by Jer. 1]. 1, 8, where G59 ie 
parallel to o-TwW) pan, ze. OIWI=O1N IMwN ; by Isa. xlvii. 1, 
where 522 ma is parallel to oTw> na, Ze. OW) NI; and by 
Ps. cxxxvii. 7, 8, where DYTN 122 (OW ’2?) is parallel to 
San nr. Note also that in Jer. xxv. 9 brn is presented as 
the centre of the clans of poy. Here, as often (see p. 50), 


1 See Crit. Bib. pp. 81. 
2 Cornill, following two MSS. of Kenn., a/¢ers into nnx. Cp. Konig, 


Synt. 318. 
3 say (parallel to 522) is a corruption of >xynw. 2” and wa: often 
represent ‘pv”. 
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py does not mean ‘north,’ but is a dialectal form of piyax 
=’pw. Babel, then, is an Asshurite or Ishmaelite city, 
z.e. somewhere in N. Arabia, the ancient geography of which 
region is very little known. 

(2) and (c) Erech (Erek, J>~) and Akkad (79x). ‘ Erech’ 
is generally identified with the Bab. Uruk (modern Warka) ; 
‘Akkad, with the Agadé of the inscriptions, where the 
more ancient Sargon dwelt.’ It is quite possible, however, 
that Jax and Dx are merely different ways of writing the 
same name. The gentilic ‘JN in 2 S. xv. 32 points at any 
rate to a S. Palestinian connexion (cp. Cvet. Bzb. p. 289). 
[shox in Am. v. 16 may come from 5K, in the sense of 
‘sacred chanter.’* The origin may be 72x (see above). 

(d) Asshur, see p. 177. 

(e) m2. It is highly plausible to think of the Assyrian 
Nineveh (Ninua, Nina); the redactor himself may indeed 
have done so. We are compelled, however, to question this 
view. Since ‘Nimrod’ must be a N. Arabian, we cannot 
well assign to him the foundation or even the conquest of 
Nineveh. Both here, and possibly in all the other passages 
in which the name occurs, T)32 (or rather some underlying 
name) must be the designation of a N. Arabian city. To 
prove this at length would require a critical study which 
would take us too far from Genesis (see, however, provision- 
ally Crzt. Bzb. on the passages). What, then, is M2? 
How shall the name be accounted for? One explanation is 
given in Crzt. Bzb. pp. 151, 164, but a better one is forth- 
coming. 372 has almost certainly been produced here 
and elsewhere by the dittographing of 3; the true form is 
m2, from }p, another form of jo (=5xomr); see on v, 2. 
We shall find that the O.T., rightly read, continually joins 
Asshur and Yerahme’el, and the first in the list of the sons 
of Asher (whose name is a by-form of Asshur) happens to 
be miaw(dvis 17). 

(f) Kalah (753), according to most, represents the 
Ass. Kalhu (see Johns, 2. Bzd., ‘Calah’). Most probably, 
however, restoring one letter, we should read mp5, which 
seems to be the fuller form of the place-name mop. 


1 See Hommel, Gr. p. 400. 
2 Cp. o 92, ‘priests,’ probably from on (see p. 62, note 1). 
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‘Salecah’ was a great commercial centre. See on xx. 16, 
and cp. on owdp), v. 14. 

Only one more problem remains—that connected with 
jan. It is true, the building of cities might be expected in 
old traditions.’ But why is nothing said of the building of 
cities in the ‘land of Shinar’? And if Asshur was not 
originally a part of the kingdom of ‘ Nimrod, why is no 
mention made of his conquest of this region, especially as 
he was an ‘awe-inspiring warrior’ (see on v. 9)? Should 
we not, therefore, for jam read yr (Z. Bzb., col. 3418)? Cp. 
Rive 7: 

Another nest of unsolved problems comes before us in 
v7. 13° f; | If oss means “Egypt, “what .can “Ladim, 
‘Anamim,’ etc, mean? Pathrusim (oD ND) has certainly 
been explained, with some degree of plausibility,? as = ‘those 
of Upper Egypt.” It must, however, be admitted to be 
strange (1) that ‘ Pathros’ should have a plural termination 
attached to it, (2) that ‘ Pathrusim,’ thus explained, should 
rank as only fifth among the sons of Misraim, and (3) that 
‘Pathrusim’ should be reckoned as a ‘son’ of Misraim at all. 
A full study of the passages referring to ‘ Pathros’ (Isa. 
mat Weejer, xlive es rs, Ezekuixxixytia, xxx. 14) leads*to 
the conclusion that it was only by an ingenious redactor * 
that the connexion between the group of letters represented 
in MT. by vyinp and a designation of a portion of Egypt 
was produced * (see further £. Bzb., ‘Pathros’), The true 
reading in our passage is almost certainly oynaq%; the 
linking form is oomMDD (cp. on mepp, Neh. vii. 57). Note 
that in the (as I hope) recovered original text of Jer. xlvi. 9 


1 Cp. the second of the Babylonian creation-stories (KB vi. 41-43). 

2 The difficulty in connecting ‘ Pathros’ with Coptic fto-rés, ‘land 
of the south,’ is that the only evidence for the name ‘ Pathros’ is derived 
from the MT. of the O.T., and from an inscription of Esar-haddon 
(KAT, pp. 335 7), where that king is described as ‘king of the kings 
of Mu-sur, Pa-tu-ri[?]-si and Ku-si.’ Why should not all these names 
refer to N. Arabian regions? Ezek. xxix. 14 tells against the common 
theory, not in its favour (see Crz¢. £76.). 

3 Certainly ons and IIa@ovpys remind us forcibly of the ‘ Phaturites ’ 
in the western part of the Thebaid mentioned by Pliny. 

4 This must be qualified by the observation that in © of Isa. xi. 11 
the word corresponding to nna is neither IlaGovpys nor IlaGwpys, but 
BaBvAwvia. 
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pnp! follows immediately on ovtyd, (MT. inaccurately 
swan ond). This result throws a fresh light on Balaam’s 
Pethor, and on the obscure mon of Eccles. xii. II 
(see p. 40, note 3). 

Prof. W. Max Miiller, however (OLZ, 1902, p. 471), 
gives up ‘Pathrusim. He does not indeed abandon the 
long current explanation of ‘ Pathros’ as ‘Upper Egypt,’ 
but he wishes to omit ‘Pathrusim’ as an zuaccurate gloss, 
and to look for the sons of Misraim, not zz the Nile valley, 
but Jdeszde it, like the Libyans. Thus the Kasluhim (cp. 
Luc.’s yaodwvrer) become the nrvmpI2 (cp. Herod. iv. 172), 
and so on. Ingenious. 

If, however, oxd is to be read Misrim, and the Misrites 
to be located in N. Arabia, the list of names becomes much 
clearer. Take the first name, Ludim (ov). It is com- 
monly assumed that ‘ Ludim,’ being a son of ox, must be 
different from the ‘Lud’ of v. 22. Gunkel’s comment on 
the name is, ‘Named beside Egypt and Ethiopia in Ezek. 
xxx. 5 and Jer. xlvi. 9, otherwise unknown. In Ezek. 
xxx. 5, however, it is not ovn> but 52 Stade (Akad. 
Reden, pp. 140 f) and W. M. Miiller would change ayn 
into om. Against this, however, it may be urged that 
ond and the parallel misunderstood form om are 
most probably (like oS) corruptions of a longer ethnic. 
The N. Arabian theory gives us a clue to the problem. 
See on v. 22.—Anamim (on %01») which follows is ‘a not well- 
known people’ (Ges.-Buhl). Yet no great experience is 
required to produce the correction oOvlynN, a name equivalent 
to Me‘tnim in Ezra ii. 50 (mentioned beside Nephisim in 
the list of Nethinite or Ethanite families), and to Me‘Onenim 
in Judg. ix. 37; the common original of all these names is 
pdxvow. 

We next meet with the Lehabim (nx), referred to 
above. No doubt, 175, like San (iv. 2) and abn in aba 
(Sxixy 29), comes from Sx ; Cle On oan, Ezek. 
xlvii. 13, Ps. xvi. 9.—Naphtuhim (orn), according to 


1 ney is an abridged form of naw (see #. Bzb., ‘Zephath,’ ‘ Zare- 
phath’). 

2 Stade thinks that n> was only inserted to produce an assonance 
with mp. 
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Erman (ZATW, 1890, pp. 118 f) is an old corruption of 
Dyan, ‘those of the north-land’ But the parallel form 
(as Erman regards it), oyDINp, has been shown to have no 
reference to any part of Egypt. Let us then apply the 
N. Arabian key. @ gives Nef@areys. May not the 
common original both of oma and of oona2 be mp2 
(cp. on ‘Nephtoah, Josh. xv. 9)? This may have been 
shortened into mp2 (see on 7 mp3, Josh. xi. 2), to which 
a formative 5 was attached (Sma); see on xxx. 8. 

Kasluhim (obo), says Prof. Francis Brown} is ‘just 
as obscure’ as Anamim. But Anamim has revealed its 
secret. There is therefore good hope for ‘Kasluhim.’ It 
is a compound name like ofnjow. Both names (Kasl. 
and Shakram) are, in fact, etymologically equivalent, which 
of course would not justify us in saying that they were also 
equivalent geographically. ov) is a fragment of DDN (cp. 
above, on 5 a, end) = 77x ; cp. perhaps 7p>y, Josh. xv. 16. 
m5 has the same origin as 15 in Judg. xv. 9, ze. is =5xorn. 
mp2 should probably be restored for m5) in v. 11, also 
perhaps in Judg. v. 15 (for ribwp), in Isa. xxxili. 18 (for 
Spw), and in Am. vii. 4 (for oon. The place-names 7795p 
and ow, too, are to be grouped with m5. 

§As to Kaphtorim, nn), there is a tendency to identify 
‘Kaphtor’ with Crete? A thorough textual criticism, how- 
ever, seems to me strongly adverse to this view. See Am. 
ix. 7, where the parallel names are oyyd (z.e. the N. Arabian 
Musri) and p (ze. Ashhur); Jer. xlvii. 4, where the Pelishtim 
are said to be the ‘remnant of ’/-kaphtor’ (read, agreeably 
to parallels, Arab-kaphtor); also Dt. ii. 23, where ‘the 
Kaphtorim who came out of Kaphtor’ (but see ad /oc.) are 
parallel to ‘the bené Esau who dwelt in Seir (Ashhur?)’ in 
v. 23; and lastly Isa. xi. 14, where ‘kaphtor-pelishtim’ (so 
read, not katheph) is parallel to ‘bené Rekem,’ ze. the 
Yerahme'elites).? Further light is thrown on Kaphtor if we 
may combine ‘Kaphtorim’ with ‘Keréthim.’ The Kereth- 


1 FE. Bib., ‘Geography,’ § 15. 

2Cp. Sayce,. Ci p: 173; -A+p. Izmes, Oct. 1900, p. 28; 
Noordtzij, De Filéstijnen, 1905, pp. 29, 39; Francis Brown, £. 5z0., 
‘Geography,’ § 12 2. 

3 =p should be 730, ‘towards Yaman’ (see on v. 2). 
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ites were certainly of N. Arabia (2 5S. xxx. 14), whence 
David naturally drew his bodyguard (see on 2 S. viii. 18). 
Kerethites and Pelethitesare mentioned together ; ‘ Peleth’ 
too (see &. &zb., s.v.. and introd. to chap. xxvi.) is certainly 
a N. Arabian name, and best identified with PeleSeth 
(PeliStim). Not impossibly both oyna and on) come 
from onam. This is forcibly suggested by Ezek. xxv. 16, 
where, parallel to oonwsp and orm, we find om FIN MN», 
or rather pox 4m ’w (cp. on xlix. 13); also by Zeph. ii. 5, 
where a similar parallelism occurs. Kaphtor, then, should 
probably be Rehoboth, and Kaphtorim should be Reho- 
bothim ; there has, in short, been redactional harmonising on 
a large scale. A still more worn-down form of Rehoboth 
is possibly miap (see on xxxv. 16). For mm) (1 K. xvii. 3), 
mp, and np in place-names, another explanation is to 
be preferred (see on xxiii. 2). 

Now as to the gloss, ‘whence came out Pelishtim,’ which, 
in the traditional text, is appended to ‘ Kasluhim.’ Probably 
this is a mistake. The scribe omitted onnpD-mN, and 
supplied it afterwards. It should, however, have preceded 
the notice respecting the Pelishtim (so Olsh., Budde). The 
Pelishtim, then, came from Kaphtor (cp. Jer. xlvii. 4); ze. 
probably from the N. Arabian Rehoboth. Long ago, inde- 
pendently of Hommel, and going further than he does,’ I 
came to the conclusion that the ‘ Philistines’ meant in the 
original texts of the O.T. were not the Philistines of the sea- 
coast, and suggested that a N. Arabian ethnic from which 
onwsn might, after several corruptions, have come was 
onpr. On this I do not now lay any considerable stress. 
onwp, when it refers (as I think that it always does), not 
to the well-known historical Philistines of the sea-coast, but 
to a N. Arabian people, is due, most probably, to a confusion 
between ‘ Philistines’ and ‘ Pelethites, ze. oynwhp should be 
ondp (whence came David’s Pelethites), cp. wba (with 
gentilic ww5p) and mbp. At any rate, the Pelishtim 
(Pelethim?) were Arelites, ze. Yerahme’elites (see on 1 S. 
xiv. 6, xvii. 26, 36, Ezek. xxxii. 19 ff). For other views 
of the Philistines, see the learned articles of Moore 


1 Cp. Grundriss, pp. 59, 93 (note 3), 158; Axufsdtze, p. 285, note I. 
According to Hommel, they were the population of S. Palestine. 
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(Z. Bzb.) and Guthe (PRE), also Noordtzij, De Filis- 
tijnen, 1905. 

Next come the sons of Canaan (vv. 15-19), who are 
supposed to represent mostly northern populations. Thus 
‘Sidon’ is taken to mean Phoenicia. Arkite, Sinite, 
Arvadite, Semarite, Hamathite are all supposed to point 
northward ; certainly the familiar Hamath is north even of 
Phoenicia. It remains to be seen whether a more self- 
consistent interpretation may not be given, assuming the N. 
Arabian theory. Here, then, as often, let us venture to 
suppose that the }y7x8 intended is a place in N. Arabia, 
called more fully ayy ’s (MT. man ’s); see Crt. Bib. on 
Josh. xi. 8, xix. 28,1 and cp. 2 S. xxiv. 6, @*. But, it will 
be asked, is it not implied in Isa. xxiii. and in Ezek. xxvii. 8 
that the Sidon referred to was a maritime city? One may 
at first think so. But if Jerusalem can be figuratively repre- 
sented as a ship (Isa. xxxiii. 23), why should not Sor 
(= Missor) be represented as a ship, and her cities (exclud- 
ing Sidon) and allies as her builders and rowers? And 
as for Isa. xxiii, I think it will be found that a consistent 
interpretation is quite possible on the assumption that 1% 
is a popular form of xo (=the N. Arabian Musri— 
see on v. 6), that mwin nmr2N comes from INYN MIDIN 
(‘mn too will be a popular form), and that 0, as often, 
represents jo, and that rs too is a N. Arabian place 
(the name was carried northwards in Arabian migrations). 
Let us then consider this last name. The theory that there 
was a Phoenician god of hunting or fishing called ty? is a 
poor makeshift. It is far better, on the analogy of ow from 
Sxvow, on from orm, wn from wn, etc. to take Pe in PTE 
and ty in the Phoenician names 703, Mip>oty, etc. (see 
Cooke, p. 91), to represent pty. We find this word in the 


1 In Josh. xi. 8 Sidon is mentioned with ‘ Misrephoth-maim,’ ze. 
Sarephath-yaman. Supplement this by 1 K. xvii. 8, where, from n73 
(ze. moines), which fronts j7¥7 (¢.e. pnva, the stream Yarhon, see on xv. 18), 
and whose inhabitants are oy, ‘Arabians’), Elijah proceeds to 
‘Sarephath which is Sidon’s.’ In Josh. xix. 28 the (southern) territory 
of Asher is bordered by ‘Arabian Sidon’ (see above); cp. Judg. 
13,1 

°° See Cooke, p. 91; Ed. Meyer, Z. Bzé., col. 4504. I think Torrey 
first suggested that 15 is = prs, 
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names Adoni-sedek, and many other parallels (see Zimmern, 
KAT® pp. 473 f). The Sidkites in N. Arabia may have 
derived their name from a title of the god of the clan— 
perhaps it was a title of the god Yerahme’el (cp. ovdv« in the 
Phoenician cosmogony ; Winckler, KA7, p. 224, note I ; 
Crit: Bib, ppraio'73) B. Bib, col. 5 374, note 1), 

But why is Sidon called (in MT.) ‘5a? Is it not a 
sufficient honour to be named first? The problem has not 
been fully recognised. Evidently Gen. x. 15 must be taken 
with xxili-21 and 1 Chr.cii..42. In-all these “places sthe 
first problem is text-critical. The probability is that 199 
y191 has come from yan, ze. Sa =Sxory (cp. on 255, 
Ex. xv. 1). Thus the name before us becomes Sidon- 
Yerahme’el. 

The companion of Sidon is Heth (nm). It has been 
asked whether this means the northern Hittites (1 K. x. 29, 
2K. vile O44 cp Judg. i.£26)vor the? southern +(Gextil ns 
XKVIL- 146, cp: Xxvill:\1, 8). ~“According;to = Driver, “Heth | 
may be a designation of the N. Canaanitish offshoots of the 
great Hittite nation. It is not certain, however, that 
northern (Syrian) Hittites are ever referred to in the O.T. 
Wherever ‘ Hittites’ are mentioned, the surrounding contexts 
favour the view that a N. Arabian people is intended ; it is 
not possible to draw any distinction between two classes of 
passages. The presumption is that mm has nothing to do 
with Heta or Hatti (as if we had here a reminiscence of 
‘ Hittite’ conquests), but is a fragment of some longer name 
(cp. the case of on, ow, Nw). Doubtless some very im- 
portant regional or ethnic name is required, and one thinks 
naturally either of ‘Rehoboth’ or of ‘ Ashhoreth” The 
latter is to be preferred. Cp. on xxiii. 3. It is a hazardous 
theory of Jastrow (Z. 52d., col. 2097) that there were two 
races or peoples both called ‘ Hittites” in N.E. Syria and in 
S. Palestine respectively, which had nothing in common but 
the name. But the old view that ‘ Hittites’ is used vaguely 
for the pre-Israelitish population of Palestine generally is not 
less unsatisfactory." Into the questions connected with the 


1 For other views see Sayce, Exp. Times, March 1904, pp. 280- 
285; Breasted, A/SZ, April 1905, pp. 157 f; Jastrow, &. Bz., 
‘Hittites’; Jeremias, 4 7AO, pp. 203-205, 
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great ‘Hittite’ empire there is no call upon one to enter 
here. It is to be hoped that the O.T. passages may in 
future be critically treated from an O.T. point of view. 

Vv. 16-18 a are, of course, a later insertion. All the 
names are plainly ethnics with the article prefixed. Dyn can- 
not be a mere local tribe—that inhabiting Jerusalem. It is 
proved that D>, Y>, and Iw all occur as corruptions of Sxpow 
(see esp. on Josh. xv. 8, Judg. xix. 10 #-). That ‘ Yebiis’ in 
Judg. xix. 10 is a pseudo-archaism, is a widespread error.— 
Between “nx (Amorite), the Egyptian Amar,' and the Ass. 
Amurri (Amurré) there is evidently a close connexion. The 
two latter designations were in early times attached to N. 
Palestine,” and only afterwards do we find the Assyrians 
applying mdt Amurri to the whole of Palestine and 
Phoenicia, together with a part of Ccele-Syria. Scarcely, 
however, can we deny that the O.T. name “non specially 
belongs to a N. Arabian people, otherwise called yonx and 
Sxorm, and the probability is that ~ox has come by a 
popular transposition of letters from ‘21x ; cp. the clan-name 
and place-name 19x ; also the pers. name 7 ON (where IT, 
as usual, comes from w[4]}>), the Sab. oxy, and the Palm. 
nwinr. That Arabians in very early times spread into 
Palestine, Phoenicia, and Syria may be only a hypothesis, 
but it is absolutely required to explain a large number of 
facts. That ox means ‘highlanders,’ from “iox = Wr, Isa. 
xvii. 9,° is a pure imagination —Next, wana. To be grouped 
with “nw (cp. @’s yapyaces = wi, Dt. iii. 14), 9, 1 S. 
xxvii. 8. Note that the o2 77 was probably originally 
located in Arab-Yerahme’el (see on Dt. xi. 29), and that 
according to 2 S. xv. 8 there was a Geshur in Aram, ze. 
in Yerahme’el (see Crzt. Bzb. p. 284). The original of these 
names was probably simwx. More than one of the 
Ashhurite tribes doubtless bore a name derived from 
Ashhur.—yn (v. 17) probably =“in or “nm (from ~mwx); 
cp. Isa. xvii. 9, where win =o01 Evaio. ().—Then follow, 
it is said, five names of city-populations, all pointing to the | 


1 See W. M. M. As. uw. Eur. p. 177. 

2 In the Amarna tablets Amurru stands for the Lebanon region and 
N. Pheenicia. But cp. Hommel, Gm p. 242: 

3 The corruptness of this passage is known from ©. 
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far north, outside of Palestine. But the truth is that 
the names are primarily southern, ze. N. Arabian. ny 
has probably the same origin as 72% and JnN, v. 10," viz. 
spwx. There is a Phcen. pers. name pry (Cooke, p. 89).— 
‘~D. That there were northern Sinites or Siyyanites (see 
E. Bib., ‘ Sinite’), need not be disputed. The only question 
is whether a reference to southern Sinites is not most 
probable. The name means ‘Ishmaelite’ (see on Ex. xvi. I, 
Ezek. xxx. 15), just as "D177 means ‘ Ishmaelite mountain.’ 
—"TN8 (v. 18). Probably to be grouped either with Ty 
(iv. 18) and Tt (v. 16), or with ayy (see on Num. xxxii. 34). 
There is no need to think of the northern Arvad; see on 
Ezek. xxvii. 8 (Sidon and Arvad mentioned close to 
‘Elishah’ or ‘Ishmael’).—~nnx. Again a southern tribe (see 
E. Bib., ‘Zemaraim’). Has the name come from “xo ?— 
snon. There may well have been several Hamaths. That 
there was one in the south appears from Num. xiii. 21, and 
probably from 2 K. xxiii. 33 (see notes). It is plausible to 
identify the southern Hamath with Maacah. 

Next, a territorial definition, which, however, is painfully 
obscure (cp. #. 20., col. 4672). Apparently the first seats 
of the Canaanites were the Arabian Sidon and Rehoboth 
(v. 15). Afterwards (v. 19) they extended their range,—in 
one direction towards Gerar (see on xx. 1), in another to- 
wards ‘Sodom and Gomorrah’; ‘ Admah and Seboim’ (see 
on xiv. 2) seem inserted later. Two more precise state- 
ments are added—my-y and yoo-ty. my may be a 
second name of some strongly fortified city such as 
Sarephath. yw, like wS and ow, is a mutilated form of 
Sxvnw. That ‘Sodom and Gomorrah’ were originally 
located in N. Arabia appears from the true text of 
xiii, 10. 

V. 21 introduces us to the sons of Shem (J). For the 
difficulties of the traditional text see Dillmann (ad doc.) and 
especially Budde (Urgesch. pp. 304 7). It is very strange 
(1) that wo should not be followed either by ja or by oa, 
(2) that ‘Shem’ should have two explanatory appositional 
clauses, (3) that the first of these clauses should be so circum- 
locutory, and (4) that the second should be so ambiguous 


1 We must remember that >y and tx come from different sources. 
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that @, followed among moderns by Noéldeke, should take 
an entirely different view of the meaning from Dillmann, 
Budde, and the great majority of recent critics. It has not, 
however, been noticed that every one of the words in v. 21 4, 
except 122 5, is very likely, as experience has shown, to be 
corrupt. The combination of such words should at any rate 
give us pause, and if the corrections which experience 
suggests as possible, and which accord with our results 
elsewhere, should at once throw a bright light on the 
passage, we shall be entitled to regard them as practically 
certain. (1) aN) (see von | ivi20, 1x. 18," xxxili- 10)! and 
MAvi(See on “AMY, xiv.) 13, Numaxxive2d, -K? v. 1) 1rcChir: 
viii. 22) often come se My. (2) omy, like ye (xvi. 12, 
etc.) and sms (Ex. ‘iii. 1, etc.), and as often in compound 
proper names, may BS ee amts.- Cp. on xiv. 13. (3) 
mp», though elsewhere from nop, may here represent mynb), 
whence nv1np2 (see on v. 13). (4) Syta{n], as in xv. 18, 
Dt. i. 7, etc, may come from 5yt3, ze. ty52 (cp. on ». 12). 
We can now explain v. 21. Note that “x should be 
dq; it should go with xi oOo}, so forming a gloss (see 
on iv. 26). The verse now runs thus, x7 03] th Sx 
[avd men ants] aay-2a-S> [aqy, ‘And Ishmael begot 
[he, too, is Arabia] all the sons of Arabia [Ashhur and 
Naphtoah of Gilead]. This is J’s account expanded by 
two glosses. P also recognises Asshur (= Ashhur) and 
Gilead (under the form ‘Lud’) as sons of Shem, agreeing 
in this with the glossator. J has mentioned Naptuhim 
among the sons of Misrim (v. 13). It has been observed 
by others that ‘Aram’ is not mentioned. True, but Yoktan 
is mentioned in v. 25 (see below). 

We now expect to hear about the ‘sons of Arab’; nor 
are we disappointed. V. 25 gives the names of the two sons 
of qny, or rather any (see on v. 21), viz. Peleg and Yoktan. 
x55 surely has no connexion with the region ‘el-aflag’ in 
Central Arabia (Hommel), nor with the canals (on 1215p) of 
the energetic Babylonian king Hammurabi (Sayce). It may 
be a shortened form of a compound, 5 representing 75 in 
}7) (see on xxv. 20), and x5 the 52 in ty53 and the 5) in 
AYARN (cp. on xxxi. 47). The explanation which follows 
may be a late gloss. jwp» has been explained already (see 
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on ix. 24, p. 152) as coming from pwr = Spun, ze. ‘TA IDR. 
Cp. on “Yokshan, xxye 2. 

Yoktan’s sons follow. Observe that Havzlah and Sheba 
here appear among the Yoktanites, ze. as Shemites, whereas 
in v. 7 Havilah is a son of Kush, and Sheba a son of 
Raamah and a grandson of Kush, ze. both are Hamites. 
But the distinction between Shem and Ham is purely 
artificial Now, as to Almodad. Most regard this as the 
name of a S. Arabian tribe, and the only question is, 
whether 5x in thnbx is the Arabic article (so still Kon. 
Lehrgeb. ii. 417) or 5x, ‘God’ Glaser (Skizze, ii. 280) 
remarks, ‘Evidently compounded of El or I] (God) and 
maudad, mawddid, muwaddad, which occurs sometimes in 
the inscriptions. Thus we get ‘God is beloved, a meaning 
as improbable as ‘God pities’ for ‘Yerahme’el. But, 
remembering such a name as Abimael (v. 28), ze. Arab- 
Yerahme’el, it is much more probable that we should group 
the letters a very little differently, and read tyt-bxn, Ze. 
Yerahme’el of Déd. ‘Déd’ (see pp. 46-49) is the name both 
of a region and of a god. Asto Sheleph (mbw). If ‘ Hazar- 
maveth’ were really = Hadramaut, ‘Sheleph’ might be one 
of the many places in S. Arabia called Sadf (Glaser, ii. 425). 
Most probably, however, Adw, like Adz (Neh. iii. 30), repre- 
sents 5Sxynm. The intermediate form is Saw (cp. Sxw). 
Cp. on madi, xxix. 24.—As to the form mymxn, there is no 
doubt that it occurs in Sabzean inscriptions ; and most critics 
confidently trace the Hebrew name to S. Arabia, and identify 
it with mod. Hadramaut, on which see Bent, South Arabia 
(1900) p. 71. We must not, however, infer that when some 
name in the Hebrew records is identical with a Sabzan 
name, it has, therefore, the same local reference. Nothing 
is more common or more perplexing than the reappear- 
ance of names in widely separated localities. We have 
first of all to ascertain where the scene of the narrative is 
laid, or to what region a list of names belongs. On this 
point of method many critics are too careless. Hence, re- 
gardless of inconsistencies, they identify ody with ‘Elymais, 
xp with Phalga in the Euphrates region, and now mon 
with a district a little to the east of Aden. But surely 
textual criticism has its rights. A wide survey of the texts 
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will show that "xm may represent qnw[n], and that myo may 
be a corruption either of Svan = Sxvnwm or of mam =b5xon> 
(as in Isa. xxv. 8, xxviii. 15, and perhaps Ps. xviii. 5).1 

We now approach a result which is consistent with our 
view of all the rest of this composite Table. minor repre- 
sents Syan> TmWN, Zé. some part of the region in the N. 
Arabian border-land called Ashhur-Yerahme’el. Probably 
the name suffered at an early date from popular and scribal 
corruption. Cp. on the one hand 5» w sym (Josh. xv. 28), 
ze. aM ITwN, and on the other minty (2 S. xxiii. 31, Neh. 
vii. 28), where ty probably comes from 5iy, a worn-down and 
corrupt form of Sxynm (see on ‘ Uzal, v. 27)—rn7 isa 
shorter form of ony =5xorn7 Geexpp 27,7.) sbhecwriter 
seems to have put down all the names he could; their origin 
has long since been forgotten. Not impossibly my in the 
Pheen. name rm aay (7SBA- v. 456) has the same 
origin, which, presumably, at an early date passed out of 
remembrance.” 

Hadoram (07117177 ; cp. Sab. ny7777) is also the name of a 
son of a king of Hamath (1 Chr. xviii. 10; 2 S. viii. 10 ?). 
Its meaning is not religious (‘beloved of the High One,’ 
Baethgen), but geographical. d4, as in oN, etc, is= 
onn (‘orm); 37, like tam (xxv. 15), is a tribal name. Cp. 
on 317, xxxvi. 35—Srnx; Sam. Spx, @ afr. From 
Seva. So 5>(@ presupposes 51>), Num. xxiv. 7; Siwty, 
Lev. xvi. 8—n5pt. Probably from mbptn (see on Span, 
ii. 14). ‘Palm-land’ is out of the question—5Smy. Here, 
as elsewhere, we are on Yerahme’elite ground. Sam. 
byy, a name found in Dt. xi. 29, and probably = 5xynw. 
Cp. 5x, Dan. viii. 2—Adémael (Sxo1x) may be traced to 
Sxo[m] my. ‘Father is God’ is untenable.’— Sheba, see 


(2) 


1 Cheyne, Psalms”), p. Ixxvi. 
2 say in such names may be an early corruption of ay, ‘Arabia.’ 
Gory ons Eber.ucrztese Liebrew,. XV.) 03; 

3 «Father is God’ implies that » is a trace of the ancient ‘mimation’ ; 
cp. the early Bab. name Abum-ilu, and the Sab. anhynax (as if = ‘ Father 
is Attar,’ Hal. 148, 4). But °2% so often represents 23y, and bxp, like 
x5p, is so often a mutilation of 5xonv, that the theory referred to is not 
only in itself improbable but superfluous. Such a name as that Sabzean 
one has probably been conventionalised. The underlying name will 
have had a quite different, non-religious meaning. Often the ancient 
men may have had two forms of names. 
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on v. 7.—Ophir (7p x) still awaits explanation (cp. Z. B2b., 
$.v.).—Havilah, see on v. 7.— VYobab (12n). An Edomite 
(or Arammite?) name, xxxvi. 33; Canaanite, Josh. xi. 1 ; 
Ashhurite and Benjamite, 1 Chr. viii. 9 ; Benjamite, 1 Chr. 
viii. 18. Later on, it was identified by the Greeks with Job 
(Zyyob), Job xlii. 18. Among @’s readings are wwaR and 
twBad, and note that wwaB is also among @’s readings for 
aan. In fact, ay, any, and ann should be grouped 
together. All three not improbably come from y7M, 
where yp (whence > and y) is=5Sxarm. 22 represents 
yay (= 21y); cp. Dar Sn, for way Sm=Tubal-‘arab. A 
radical duplicated as in ww =’nw, etc. Jeremias (A7AO, 
p. 170) finds the prophet Hosea’s 1 underneath 12. But 
a, as I have elsewhere shown, must be Wy. Glaser, how- 
ever (Skzgze, ii. 303), connects 19” with the Sab. tribal 
name Yuhatbab. Cp. on xxxvi. 33 f—lIn v. 30 the extent 
of the Yoktanite country is described.—Mesha (xwn) comes 
from Sxvnw ; cp. on ‘ Mash,’ v. 23, and on ‘ Massa,’ xxv. 14. 
— pp, possibly from [n]arz; cp. on 1D mp, Josh. xv. 15, 
and on 7719p, Obad. 20. There may well have been more 
than one Sarephath in the Arabian border-land.—o pn an. 
Meyer (p. 244), ‘the desert mountainous region eastward of 
Edom.’ F. Brown, however, thinks that the phrase ‘the 
mountain of the East’ is ‘too general an expression to give 
precision to the undefined geographical terms of this verse’ 
(EZ. Bzb., ‘Sephar’). In fact, the commentators differ as to 
the reference ; Delitzsch and Driver think of the incense- 
mountains between Hadramaut and Mahra. The truth 
most probably is (see E. Bzé., ‘Rekem,’ and on xxv. 6, 13, 
xxix. I, I K. v. 10), that Kedem (op) in a whole group of 
names (Kadmoni, Kedemah, Kedemoth, bene Kedem) comes 
from Rekem (of). This modification may have been 
effected very early, and may perhaps have been known in 
Egypt as early as the twelfth dynasty. Read op. am (or 
777), and for the phrase see on Num. xxiii. 7. 


THE INTERRUPTED BUILDING (GEN. xI. 1-9) 


IT would not be strange in any folklore to find a myth 
accounting for the dispersion of mankind and the variety 
of languages as due to a divine curse. And if in some 
country there happened to be some ancient and lofty tower 
which had been shattered by a storm, we might expect to 
find traces of a myth ascribing the erection of it to the first 
human folk, and its shattered condition to the wrath of the 
gods at the attempt of men to draw near to their own lofty 
dwelling-place. Moreover, these two myths—that of the 
curse producing the many languages and that of the 
divinely injured tower—might conceivably be combined. 
The question therefore arises: Did this combination take 
place in Israelitish folklore, so far as can be seen from the 
scanty fragments of it preserved in Genesis ? 

An affirmative answer has sometimes been given. It 
has been supposed that some of the Semitic peoples may 
have ascribed the curse of many tongues to the bold attempt 
of early men, not indeed to ascend into heaven (though, 
besides the Babylonians, the Polynesians, and N. American 
Indians could offer many parallels for such a tradition), but 
to produce such a monument of their strength that humanity 
might have something to boast of even before the gods. 
As in the case of other myths, the original site of this tower 
may have been in Wonderland. But when, through a 
devastating storm, a temple-tower (zzggurrat) in or near 
Babylon had fallen into disrepair, ‘wandering Aramean 
tribes may have marked it, and connecting it with the 
“babel” of foreign tongues in Babylon, may have localised 
the myth at the ruined temple-tower. Baldel, they would 
have exclaimed: it was here that God confounded men’s 
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speech, and the proofs of it are the ruined tower and the 
name of Babel.’ ! 

The theory here described has the merit of plausibility. 
The ruined tower spoken of might be the zéggurrat of 
Borsippa, of which Nebuchadnezzar tells us that it had 
‘fallen into decay since remote days, though others have 
thought‘ of the ziggurrat of the great temple E-sagila in 
Babylon itself, which was known to Greek writers as the 
temple of Belos, and of which the same king tells us that he 
restored and finished it.? 

Further consideration, however, will show that though 
there are some points in its favour, it labours under great 
difficulties. In its favour are the reference to building with 
bricks and bitumen (v. 3), the mention of a tower ‘whose 
top is in heaven’ (a phrase which mzzght be borrowed from 
some Babylonian myth or myths), and the name 5a (Babel) ; 
but until textual criticism has had its say we cannot venture 
to assert that these notable points are really decisive. And 
against the theory are these three notable points, which are 
independent of textual criticism :—-1. The unique position of 
Babylon, and the vast indebtedness of the surrounding 
peoples to this focus of culture, which make it inconceivable 
that, to any of them, the name of Babylon should have 
suggested the thought of a curse. The Babylonians them- 
selves explained the name of this chief city as meaning ‘the 
gate of God’ (or ‘of the gods’). If the Hebrew story of 
the tower of Babel has a Babylonian connexion, we may 
certainly wonder that the idea conveyed in the phrase ‘ gate 
of God’ (cp. xxviii, 17) does not find expression. 2. A 
Babylonian zzggurrat possessed extreme sanctity. With its 
seven stages or terraces it symbolised the heavenly zodiac, 
which was imagined to consist of seven parallel zones, one 
upon another,? or, more simply, the heavenly mountain on 
whose summit the gods dwelt.* If the tower referred to in 


1 £. \620.,.° Babel, Tower of, § 4. 
2 Ibid. § 7, where add reference to Hommel, Gr. pp. 314 % 
See Winckler, G/ ii. 108 f, note 6; Zimmern, KATZ, pp. 615 f/; 
Jeremias, A TAO, pp. 11 f; Hommel, Gr. p. 363, note 4, cp. p. 126. 

4 The seat of Anu (the divine Father) is to the north of the zodiac, 
in fact the north pole of the heaven; see Jensen, Kosmo/. pp. 16 fF ; 
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v. 4 was such, the object of its builders must have been, not 
to ‘make themselves a name,’ but to please the gods. To 
wish to approach the e/oizm was no impiety, but seemly in 
the highest degree for devout worshippers. If the early 
Babylonian king Gudea can speak of the ascending of the 
temple of the seven ¢udukatz or stages (?) as a work well- 
pleasing to God, surely the act of these builders must have 
been so too. And how could it be said that God came 
down to see the tower, which, if a z¢ggurrat, was manifestly 
a copy of the tower-like zodiac from which he himself had 
come? That the Aramezan tribes would not have known 
this, is a mere assumption. The influence of Babylonian 
culture was far-reaching, and Aramzan tribes cannot have 
been exempt from its operation. 3. The last, not least, of 
these unfavourable points is the want of an adequate 
philological basis (see p. 185) for the current identification of 
the ‘land of Shinar’ with Babylonia. 

The question of the origin of the Hebrew story is 
complicated by the existence of phenomena which point to 
a dual authorship, viz. (a) the want of connectedness in v. 4; 
(6) the mention of Yahweh’s ‘ going down’ (v. 5) before the 
council of the elohim at which it was proposed that the 
elohim, led by Yahweh, should ‘go down’; (c) the reference 
to the ‘confusion’ of the ‘language’ without any mention of 
the ‘dispersion’ of the builders in v. 7; (d) the mention of 
the city in v. 8 without the tower. 

The problem thus produced was solved in his own way 
by the author of the Book of Jubilees (x. 19-26), who 
virtually places v. 5 after vv. 6 and 7. He also inserts 
‘and the tower’ in v. 80, and gives a special account 
of the destruction of the tower, which became necessary 
because (like the author of the gloss in @’s version of 
Isa. x. 9) he did not localise the tower within the city of 
Babel. 

The boldest and at first sight most thorough modern 


Jeremias, d7AO, p. 27. A Hebrew poet has been thought to give a 
similar representation. ‘I will sit upon the Zar md‘éd in the recesses of 
the north’ is supposed to be parallel to ‘I will ascend into heaven,’ etc., 
‘and I will ascend above the heights of the clouds’ (Isa. xiv. 13 /). 
This view, however, needs rectification. See p. 85. 


204 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


solution is that of Gunkel.t He distributes vv. I1-g among 
two narrators, one of whom speaks of a tower, and repre- 
sents Yahweh as going down at once to see the tower, 
and the other speaks of a city, and represents Yahweh as 
proposing to his councillors that they should go down 
and take action together against mankind. And yet even 
this is not altogether satisfactory. The idea of dual 
authorship I accept; but the facts, as I view them, compel 
me to give it a somewhat different form. The original 
story, I should say, referred not only to the tower but to the 
city. It did not specially mention the fate of the city (of 
which the tower is a necessary appendage), only because this 
event is sufficiently indicated by the mention of the cessation 
of the building. Possibly the original story may have 
referred to a mighty wind as frightening the builders and 
overturning their work, but this supposition is not absolutely 
necessary. Most probably the story did not give the name 
of Babel to the city, though it is true that later scribes (cp. 
on x. 10) knew of a Yamanite city so designated. It 
contained no reference to bricks and bitumen, nor to the 
height of the tower, nor to the confusion of the speech of the 
builders. The text appears to have soon become corrupted, 
and in this state to have reached the second writer, who was 
also perhaps the redactor. To those who have had experi- 
ence in detecting recurrent types of corruption, plausible 
corrections will not fail to occur. My own will be offered 
presently. It may be helpful, first of all, to exhibit the 
effect of my corrections on the narrative. 

‘Now the whole population of the land (earth?) was one 
family. And it happened that when they journeyed from 
Rekem, they found a wide valley in the land of Shinar 
| Arab-Ashhur], and they dwelt there. And they said, Come, 
let us build us a city and a tower [in Asshur-Ishmael], and 
let us win for ourselves deliverance there, lest we become 
dispersed thoughout the land (earth?). And Yahweh said, 
Behold, they are one people—one family [Yerahme’el}—and 
this is the beginning of their doings; henceforth nothing 


1 Cp. Stade’s suggestions, ‘Der Thurm zu Babel,’ in Akad. Reden 
(1899), p. 275; his view that the legend came directly in a literary form 
from Babylonia seems very unplausible. 


THE INTERRUPTED BUILDING (GEN. XI. 1-9) 205 


will be beyond their reach which they may plan to do. 
Come, let us go down, and there strike them with sudden 
terror (?), that they may give up building the city. And 
Yahweh dispersed them from thence throughout all the 
land (earth?). Therefore men call its name Bilhah (?), 
for there Yahweh struck with sudden terror the whole 
population of the land (earth?), and from thence Yahweh 
dispersed them throughout all the land (earth ?)’ 

To understand the above it should be remembered that 
xi. I-g belongs to a stratum of narrative which (as others 
have shown) has no deluge-story, and in which Noah 
(Naham) is the first vine-dresser, and his sons, Shem, Ham, 
and Yepheth, are the ancestors of the people of N. Arabia. 
When the first men left Paradise, they appear still to have 
kept in its vicinity, ze. in that part of Yerahme’el (or Asshur- 
Yerahme’el) which was specially called Rekem. The notion 
of the story of xi. I-g most probably was that, needing a 
change of pastures, the first men sought out a wide valley, 
or plain, in another part of the large region afterwards called 
Yerahme’elite, where for some time these nomads stayed. 
But they could not forget the sad details of their expulsion 
from Eden. Who could tell that superhuman beings might 
not once more appear, and scatter them all over the land? 
Their sense of the family-tie was also necessarily very strong, 
for the beginning of human society was not far off, and 
men’s wives had often to be their sisters. So, for mutual 
support, and to guard against those visitors who, if human 
in form, were more than human in power, the first human 
folk devised the plan of living in houses defended by city 
walls and a tower. Could this idea be realised, it would, as 
they hoped, be a ‘winning of deliverance.’ But they were 
reckoning without the host. Far away on the sacred 
mountain the divine beings saw the builders, and suspected 
danger to their supremacy from a strong and united human 
folk. Therefore their leader and director proposed that 
they should ‘go down’ and strike the men with a sudden 
and unreasonable terror. The men would then flee in wild 
confusion in different directions, and the city would never 
be finished. Hence the name ‘Bilhah’ (as if Ballahah, 
‘sudden terror’), if this, or something like this, was the 
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name of the city and its tower. That the name is not 
impossible, we know from 1 Chr. iv. 29, and in xxxvi. 27 
we meet with the Horite (ze, Ashhurite) clan-name Bilhan. 
Further, in Job xviii. 14 we find it said of the wicked rich 
man that he will have to go mis. 4505, or rather 5 
Swarm, ‘to king Yerahme’el, the god VYerahme’el having 
become regarded as the king of the underworld.t This does 
not exclude the admission that this important place may have 
had other popular names, such as y52 (from Syn, like 
Swbn in 1 S. x. 27, Nah. ii. 1), and even 520 (see on x. 10). 
I only mention 7751 as a very possible name, and the one 
which best suits the legend. Supposing p52 (Bela; cp. 
xiv. 2) were the name originally used, we might suppose 
that the earliest legend spoke of the destruction of the city 
by fire from heaven (cp. Sodom), since the verb yon may 
perfectly well mean to lay waste in general (cp. 2 S. xx. 19 f, 
|| mow). 

It is only fair to add that we are not absolutely bound 
to suppose that the original narrator had in his mind any 
inhabited place in N. Arabia. A hint may here be taken 
from Jubilees (x. 26), where it is said that ‘the Lord sent a 
mighty wind against the tower, and overthrew it upon the 
earth, .. . and they called its name Overthrow’ (757). 
There is a class of ruined places in Arabia (called maklibdt, 
‘overturned ’) which, according to legend, were destroyed by 
a divine judgment—such places, according to Delitzsch, are 
referred to in a famous poetical indictment of the wicked 
man in Job xv. 28. 

That the passage before us has had textual vicissitudes, 
should be obvious. Indeed, it must already have been 
corrupt when the early redactor received it. This person 
appears to have corrected it under the influence of a pre- 
conceived idea that no other city but Babylon could have 
been represented in tradition as the city of ‘all the earth,’ 
Though it could not be realised at once, the dream of a 
world-metropolis was, he may have thought, realised after- 


1 Cp. Job xxx. 23, where *n 52 may have come from mada, a corruption 
(see above) of ‘nv; also m2 Sys, the name of an arch-demon in later 
times, which comes from >xypwy by3, See p. 54. 

2 See &. Bib., col. 4670. 
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wards. And the ‘babel’ of languages to be heard in the 
streets of the later city may have confirmed this writer in 
his interpretation. Hence a plausible derivation occurred 
to him for the name Babel. And with much skill he intro- 
duced a second speech of the builders, with true Babylonian 
colouring (v. 3, bricks and bitumen). He also inserted a 
statement on the descent of Yahweh (v. 5), which may have 
seemed to correct the religiously questionable phrase, ‘ Let 
us go down’ (v. 7). 

Let us now pass on to the text-critical details. Surely 
the construction in v. 1, for which I can find no complete 
parallel, is very bold, and all the more improbable in view 
of obr5 in v. 6 (at least if that word is correct). An equally 
bold phrase follows—ovmr nonin. @ seeks to remove the 
boldness by supplying 0525 (dev) pla ra&ow), but a7 is 
not dw, and the difficulty of yeZ=dos & remains. It is now 
usual to render ‘einerlei Redensarten.” But how can oy1MxK 
mean ‘einerlei, ‘the same, in view of xxvii. 44, xxix. 20, 
Dan, xi. 20? Early rabbis were conscious of the difficulty. 
Some, ¢g., virtually read ov "4, ‘sharp words (against 
God)’; see Ber. rabba, Par. xxxviii. Clearly there is a call 
for textual criticism. pw cannot be right; let us take a 
hint from v. 6, where oy and 7H (or some word underlying 
it) are parallel, and read 7mHwn; 0 and nm became illegible, 
and so 7pwW remained. ovmn, if incorrect, may with much 
probability be corrected into oMmMwN; TMs or 1M has often 
come from  mwr (eg. Isa. xxvii. 12). ONT may represent 
Dy (cp. on XV. I); tor. and y can be confounded ; cp. 
DMivand @7o10 Dt -xiv22, xix. Of xxvilitss, xxxict2 (now 
and yow). Probably, however, we should disregard the 
plural endings and read -mwx-any, ‘ Arab-Ashhur,’ which is 
presumably a gloss on 7yl par (v. 2). 

In v. 2 the commentators usually render o1pn, ‘east- 
ward’; Kautzsch-Socin prefer ‘in the east.’ Neither render- 
ing is natural in a passage where geographical distinctness 
is of importance. We are told where the point was that the 
first men reached, and we expect to be told where they 
started from. As Stade has noticed (ZATW, 1894, p. 276), 
it was from the region of Eden that they started on their 
journey ; @ is therefore correct in rendering dd davatoddv. 
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At the same time, Dillmann’s remark that op by itself does 
not mean ‘eastern land’ is weighty as against Stade. Only, 
Dillmann ought to have been led to examine critically into 
the reading otp. For it is contrary to all sound exegesis 
to explain oTp 7a (Judg. vi. 3, etc.) as a collective term for 
the eastern Arabs (Dillm., p. 315). The evidence suggests 
that oop has been persistently produced by a redactor or 
redactors out of opi. (see) 2. 20., Rekem,; ‘Sela yp aie 
true reading, therefore, is opan. Cp.on xiii. 11. The early 
nomads came to a halt in the land of  y2w, z.e. Ishmael- 
Arabia (for a gloss see above on vw. I), exactly where the 
rule of Nimrod (Rahman?) had its beginning, and there 
they built a city with a tower. The text (which is sup- 
ported by @) states that the tower which they planned was 
to be so lofty that it would seem to touch the sky, a common 
hyperbole in Assyrian and Babylonian as well as Egyptian 
descriptions (see Z. &2d., col. 411, note 3). But is wx 
ovown at all a likely reading? A rhetorical hyperbole of 
this kind is out of character with the simple builders (Dt. 
i. 28 is quite a different case), and if it is not a hyperbole, 
but meant in sober earnest, it is a boast like that of Isa. 
xiv. 13, and much more would have been made of it. At 
the very least, the destruction of the impiously meant tower 
would have been mentioned, and not merely the breaking- 
off of the building of the city. Is there no balm for 
this grievous wound? Certainly. ws often (eg. Ezek. 
xxxvili. 2 f), and in 2 S. xiv. 26 wn, represent rx, and 
pnw often (2g. xlix. 25) has come from 5Sxypw. Read 
most probably Syyow N12, which seems to be a gloss on 
Stim ny, stating where city and tower were situated. 
Asshur-Ishmael was both a region (see on ix. 20, 28, x. 1) 
and a city (see on Dt. i. 4). 

Not less improbable, as is shown by the variations of 
the commentators, is ow Mwy. The MT. not being in- 
fallible, let us try the effect of a criticism based on parallel 
instances. Ini Isa. xxxvill, 15, xliv, 23, |xive 3,Ps..xxiiee2, 
xxxvii. 5, lil, 11, one or another verbal form of wy has 
displaced a verbal form of »wr. Beyond doubt this has 
also been the case here. Read ow rad My. 

V. 6 has to be taken with v. 1; read mmN DmDpwDy 
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(Sxorm]. 0525 has arisen quite naturally (cp. 75a 
often, and tnbo, Ezek. xxvii. 23, from ‘orm); so in 2 K. 
xix. 35. The duplication of a letter (here 5) is common in 
corruptions.—‘ Let us confound their speech,’ etc, in v. 7, 
betrays the hand of the second writer or redactor, The 
easiest form of restoration is to read, for x1 m5an, simply 
omdan (CpyESHinis ); and complete the speech by bringing 
over the three last words of v. 8. To read mydaa (with yd 
for the name of the city) would involve supposing that the 
redactor dealt more violently with the original text. V. 8a 
will then be quite in order. In v. 9 for 5a. we may perhaps 
read mn, Bilhah, or Ballahah (see introd.), and restore the 
rest of the verse in accordance with the translation given 
above. Let us remember, however, that the later scribes 
recognised a second city called 522 (see on x. 10). 


SHEMITE GENEALOGY (GEN. XI. 10-26) 


THE scheme of this Shemite genealogy resembles that of 
the early genealogy (also P’s) in chap. v. Shem, Arpak- 
shad, Shelah, “Eber, and Peleg we know already. The 
first-named is said to have begotten Arpakshad ‘two years 
after the mabbil’; mabbil is said to mean ‘deluge. The 
difficulties of this statement are fully set forth by Dill- 
mann, Budde, and Holzinger. No satisfactory way of sur- 
mounting them has yet been devised, so that Budde has 
been compelled to suppose that Syn ane ornaw is a gloss 
by some one who aimed at a strict chronology, but left 
ix. 28 f out of consideration. Very arbitrary, but it seemed 
the last resource. And yet one more remedy remains to be 
tried, viz. textual criticism, of the kind which has already 
14 
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served us well in similar cases. Acting on this plan we 
have already restored the reading which underlies 1nmx 
Syn in ix. 28, x. 1, 32, viz. Seo tows. Next, oni 
has to be studied. ‘Two years’ is not at all what we 
expect. Clearly we require a place-name, and we may 
presume that the true text had a compound name equivalent 
to, and suitable as a gloss on, Ashhur-Yerahme’el. Can we 
be in doubt any longer? I hope no reader will deny that 
a popular form of Ashtar (= Asshur and Ashhur) is nw 
(see on iv. 25), and that a similar shortened popular form 
of ‘arm or ‘ow is jo. Next, it is not too much to expect 
that a scribe will have transposed one or two letters. Thus 
we get, for oom2, yO” nw (= Ashtar-Yaman), a gloss on ‘wx 
‘arm. The preposition a has dropped out. A parallel to 
this corruption exists in Am. i. 1, where the closing words 
should be read -mwx 1295 jor nw [Sy], ‘against Sheth-Yaman, 
eastward of Ashhur. The result in xi. 10 is that when 
‘ Arpakshad’ was born, his father (according to P) was still 
living where Noah had lived (ix. 20, 28)—in Ashhur- 
Yerahme’el —the favourite land of primitive legendary 
tradition. 

The next names are (a) \yn, which is not a Meso- 
potamian divine name (so Mez), but to be explained like 
Seiya and yw, ze. is a relic of Sxorm (cp. on xxix. 32); 
(6) x7, which is not the Mesopotamian district Sarug, but, 
by transposition, from 1)w2 ( = wns), primarily a N. Arabian 
name; (¢) WW), which may indeed be connected with the 
name of a (N.) Aramezan deity (Jensen), but is primarily an 
Arabian district-name ' (see on xxiv. 10); (d) mn, which is 
not from Ass. ¢uvahu, ‘wild goat’ (Del., Jensen), nor an 
intentional distortion of my, ‘moon’ (Winckl.), but, like 
mMoyp, pmin, and nan (1 S. xxii. 5), probably comes from 
mimor ; cp. on xxv. I (Keturah); (¢) o0ax, Ze. OI y,— 
Ais “and aN often) represent? WAR ize oan 3 \see; further, on 
xvii. 5 ; (4) 7, not ‘mountaineer, but differentiated from 
nn (Wellh.), the name of the place where the Terahites 
halted in their migration, and which, as we shall see 


1 Note that Nahor is both the father and the son of Terah. 
Evidently an important name. Hence, xxxi. 53, ‘the God of 
Nahor.’ 
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presently, is an Asshurite name. That ‘Haran’ is the 
god of the early light, and identical with Ninib-Tamtz 
(Winckler, GJ ii. 97), is a theory which cannot stand by 
itself, and must share the fate of the mythological theory of 
Abram and Sarai. 


GENEALOGY OF TERAH (GEN. XI. 27-32) 


To the statement already made in v. 26 it is now added that 
Haran begat Lot (m5). This was originally the name of a 
Horite tribe ; cp. Lotan, Gen. xxxvi. 20, 29. To understand 
this we must assume results arrived at elsewhere, viz. that Seir 
and Hori are independent derivatives of Asshur or Ashhur ; 
and we shall see presently that Haran (whence Haran) is 
also an Ashhurite name. In fact, Seir (= Hor) was a part 
of that wide land of Ashhur, different parts of which were 
occupied by Esau, Jacob, and Laban respectively (see on 
Xxxii. 4-20). And now as to the name Lot. Plausible as 
Winckler’s explanation, ‘one who is taken into the family,’ ? 
may be—he thinks that a pre-Edomitish tribe was admitted 
into union with the Edomites,—it is too much out of accord 
with the general theory of names to be accepted. We want 
some N. Arabian district-name ; it should presumably be of 
more than one syllable, and one of the syllables must be 
either wd, or at least capable of being corrupted into mb. 
The name required is probably ty53._ This word has become 
m5) in 1 S. xvii. 4, and m52 in Am. i. 6, Ob. 20. mb 
from ny5 is like yn from wx; nm and »w are often con- 


1 AOF ii. 87 7, referring to Ar. /afa in viii. 
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founded (cp. 5xay» from Syanx). It should also be noted 
that in the place-name 727 Nd or 7 15! (2 S. xvii. 27; 
ix. 4) 1x5 or 1b probably represents sv5.. The southern or 
Arabian Gilead cannot have been very far from Haran (the 
name is the original of Lot’s father’s name), as will be shown 
on chap. xxxi.; by Haran I mean here the southern Haran, 
which was in the land of ‘the bené Rekem’ (so read xxix. 
1), z.€. some part of the region called Asshur-Yerahme’el. 
Lot (ze. ‘Gilead’ ?) was the son of Haran, and Haran is 
not really different from Haran. What, then, is the origin 
of the latter name? Analogy suggests that pm comes from 
NN, ze. mw (cp. on Dt. xi. 24). It is therefore an 
Ashhurite name; similarly in 1 Chr. ii. 46 Haran appears 
as Yerahme’elite, and in 1 Chr. xxiii. g Haran as a son of 
Shimei (= Ishmaelite). According to most, Haran is once 
called ‘the city of Nahor. Most probably, however (see 
on xxiv. 10), we should read, not ‘to the city of Nahor,’ but 
‘to Arab-nahor. The historical conjectures of Winckler 
(cp. Bzble Problems, pp. 150-153) depend upon the view 
that the Haran of Genesis is the Harran of the cuneiform 
inscriptions, which was for many centuries a centre of moon- 
worship. These conjectures have at last found acceptance 
with a ‘Saul among the prophets.’ According to Prof. B. 
Baentsch, best known as an able commentator of the pre- 
dominant critical school, the mere mention of the names of 
such sanctuaries as Ur-Kasdim, Harran, and On (Heliopolis), 
could not but suggest to any cultivated Oriental of antiquity 
a complete world of higher religious ideas.” From this he 
infers that if Abram and Joseph were brought by tradition 
into connexion with these sanctuaries, it was because there 
was still a consciousness that the ‘fathers’ (Ex. iii. 15) 
represented by Abram and Joseph were both acquainted 
with and influenced by the ideas of the priesthoods of 
those famous places. A fatal concession, due in the first 
instance to the prevalent excessive textual conservatism. 
I fear I must add that the failure to recognise, as at 
any rate highly probable, the existence of a southern 
Haran or Haran has led Winckler equally with less ortho- 


1 The whole name comes from any 153. 
2 Altorient. u. altisraelit. Monotheismus (1906), p. 50. 
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dox critics into faulty constructions both in early and in 
later history.! 

We may now inquire, From what district or region did 
Terah and his family migrate? We are told (v. 28) that 
‘Haran died before his father Terah (coram eo) in his native 
land, in Ur-Kasdim, also (v. 31) that Terah ‘took his son 
Abram ... and brought them? (Sam. @, Vg.) from 
Ur-Kasdim to go into the land of Canaan, and that they 
“came as far as Haran, and dwelt there,’ and (v. 32) that 
‘Terah died in Haran’ Terah, then, dwelt in Ur-Kasdim (?), 
in which district (?) we may conjecture that there was a place 
which bore the often mutilated name, Ashhoreth, because 
Terah most probably records the name of a place where his 
reputed descendants abode, and this not improbably was 
Ashhoreth (see on ‘ Kiryath-arba,’ xxiii. 2). 

I am aware that there is a critical dogma which is 
opposed to this view. It is very commonly supposed ® that 
‘Ur-Kasdim’ means, not a district, but a city, and no less a 
city than the old Babylonian Uru, famous religiously by its 
devotion to the moon-god, and raised by its fortunate situa- 
tion to a leading place among commercial cities.* I have 
no doubt that priceless archeological and literary treasures 
will reward a thorough excavation of the mounds. I cannot, 
however, retract what I have said elsewhere (Szble Problems, 
p- 153): ‘As yet no proof at all has been offered for the 
assumption that Ur-Kasdim is represented by the ruins of 
el-Mukayyar, six miles south of the Euphrates. Those ruins 
do undoubtedly represent the ancient Uru, but between 
Ur-Kasdim and Uru a great gulf is fixed’ The difficulties 
in the prevalent view have been stated in the article, ‘ Ur of 
the Chaldees’ in the Eucyclopedia Biblica (1903), to which, 
for economy of space, I now refer. There, too, a new 
solution of the problem of Ur-Kasdim was put forward. The 
word oT) (not less than 7.x) having met with no satis- 

1 The familiar but incorrect ‘Sanballat the Horonite’ most probably 
represents ‘Shementubal the Haranite’ (Shemen = Ishmael). 

2 Unless we should read 5Sypnxp ox», ‘and they went out from Eth- 


mael,’ taking ons to be for ‘nxp (Syonxn). Ethbaal or Ethmael = Ishmael. 
3 See, however, Kittel (/7zst. i. 18; but cp. note 4) and Gunkel 


(Genesis, p. 145; but cp. Gen. p. 139). 
4 See Rogers, HBA ii. 371 f, quoted in &. £20., col. 5232. 
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factory explanation,’ an appeal was made to textual criticism. 
We have seen (note on wip, x. 6) that w> and 5w, as well as 
wrt, as elements of names, are fragments of 4mm; cp. Twn, 
Dw, pwot, etc., while ot may be expected to represent 
DTN, as DD represents DN, so that Ow may conceivably 
have come from oyT8 amwx. The parallel of pot, however, 
suggests a different theory. The place or district so called 
is (at any rate in most passages) in Aram, ze. Yerahme’el. 
The question therefore arises whether or7w», like pwnot (or 
rather—see on xv. 2—pwp4), may not originally have signified 
Ashhur-Yaman, and the answer must be in the affirmative. 
Cp. Isa. iii. 3, reading oowm oon,” and 1 Chr. iv. 14, Neh. 
xi. 35, reading ow sO. 

Astoynin,at, is clear that, likes y:(eg:in x.) 11, Jude, 
i. 16, 1 S. xv. 5, Ezek. xvii. 4), it may very well represent 
anv ;° possibly, indeed, an earlier reading (cp. G, év 7H xopa 
=/9N2) was oN (from ‘qy). In x. 22 we have already met 
with prws-ay under the thin disguise of Tw2prx ; it is but a 
short step further to recognise the same phrase under the 
impossible reading ow) Wx. The view to which this 
leads is that, according to the original tradition, Abram (the 
Yerahme’elite patriarch) first dwelt in Arab-Kasram (cp. on 
xv. 7), and thence journeyed to Haran in the (southern) 
land of Canaan. Geographically, it may be well to remark 
that Kasram (trad. text, o-Tw) cannot have been far from 
Asshur on the one hand and Canaan on the other, for in 
Ezek. xvi. 28 f it is mentioned as in proximity to both 
(‘unto the land of Canaan, unto Kasram’); also that 
‘Asshur’ can be used in a large sense, so as to include the 
southern Canaan (see on xxxili. 18). The passage has been 
greatly misunderstood, and a precise geographical explana- 
tion is still in the distance. 


1 The latest Assyriological explanation is perhaps that of Hommel 
(Gr. p. 187, note 4), ‘the old Ka&di, the inhabitants of Gi-Edin = Kigad- 
Edini, the district about Ur and Eridu.’ He regards Ur-Kasdim, Késed, 
and Arpa-Kesad (‘Chaldzeans’ boundary’ = MT.’s ArpakSad) as synonyms 
for Chaldea. But how does avfa mean ‘boundary,’ and what has 
become of edznz ? 

2 N. Arabia was famed for its ‘wisdom.’ See pp. 4of. 

8 So probably 1s in the Phoenician name ym (Cooke, p. 18) 
= Urumilki on the Taylor cylinder of Sennacherib. 
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The names of the wives still remain (v. 29). Abram’s 
wife is called “w, which may correspond to the name 
Sa-ra-a (Sarai?) which is borne by a Mesopotamian woman 
on a Babylonian tablet (K 1274) of the Sargonide period, 
translated by Johnston, Ass. Epzst. Lit., Baltimore, 1898, 
p. 174. % may be an archaic Arabising feminine ending. 
The root letters may represent the 1 in wx. See on 
xvii. 15 (Sarah), xxxii. 29 (Israel). For the views of 
Jensen and Winckler see &. 420., ‘Sarah, § 2; for those of 
Meyer, Dze Israelzten, pp. 568 f Nahor’s wife is called 
m195n, 2.é. q5n, a common transformation of Syornm, with 
the feminine ending. Cp. on xiv. 2, xx. 2. 

To the statement of these names the traditional text 
adds 73D. "aN T25H aN. The repetition of ~1~ is surprising, 
in spite of the parallel in xiv. 13. What has caused it? 
May we regard 70° as a variant to mn (cp. Ball)? And 
we must further ask, What can be the object of mentioning 
a second Milcah? The truth seems to be that here, as often 
(see on iv. 20), “IN comes from J2y= My. What modo 
means, we have seen. As to 7D, it cannot possibly be 
another name for ‘Sarai, as some of the ancients thought 
(see Dillm.), nor a corruption of the Babylonian divine 
name Nusku. It is rather a corruption, either of m5p 
(Dt. iii. 10), or of MD Dy (Josh. xv. 16), both of which names 
may represent 5owr, ze. Seo x2 So that the double 
gloss on 715m states that this name is equivalent both to 
Arab-Yerahme’el * and to Arab-Ashkal (Asshur-Yerahme’el). 
For a mythological explanation of Milcah see KAT, p. 364, 
and &. Bzb., sv. I doubt whether this theory is tenable. 
Indeed, at this point I may take leave to say that the names 
in Gen. xi. appear to be all primarily N. Arabian. If any 
of them are also N. Aramzan or Mesopotamian, it must be 
because they were carried northward in migrations. 

1 Cp. Nestle, ZATW, 1905, p. 363. 

2 The only doubt is whether 03» may not represent 720x, and this 
INU, 

"8 The name '» ‘y may underlie the mysterious pony vy in 1 S. xv. 5. 


THE THIRD: AGE OF THE WORLD, BEGINNING 
WIP THE “CALL AND MIGKATION’ OF 
ABRAM. (for another view, see on chap. xvit.) 


CHAP. xii. I-g. The call and migration of Abram.—1o0-20. 
His temporary sojourn in Misrim, his alarm on account of 
the supposed danger of his wife, and the wonderful cir- 
cumstances arising out of his statement respecting Sarai 
and her being taken into the king’s house. 

Both narratives (which have only an artificial connexion) 
favour the view that their common hero is in the main an 
ideal personification of the people of Israel (including the 
as yet uncorrupted Yerahme’el). The Israelites felt assured 
of the greatness of their divinely appointed destiny—that is 
the formative idea of the first narrative. They remembered 
that they had dwelt for a time in Misrim; that memory 
evidently underlies the second story. The great sojourn 
connected with the name of Joseph and the little one con- 
nected with the name of Abram are fundamentally the same. 

With regard to the former narrative, we may accept it 
as a symbolic expression of the belief that the migration of 
the bené Israel from Misrim had a religious origin—that it 
was, in fact, a kind of hejra,’ directed by a prophetic 
personage, such as Moses or Abraham. It is more 
hazardous (considering the state of the evidence) to affirm 
that this religious movement of the bené Israel, believed in 
at a date long after the real or supposed events, is a histori- 
cal fact, and even more so to say that it was connected 
(or supposed to be connected) with a religious revolution 
in Babylonia which placed Marduk at the head of the 


1 Jeremias, 4 TAO, p. 181. 
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gods.' It is undeniable, however, that we have in xii. I-3 a 
religious justification of the occupation of the region called 
Canaan by the bené Israel, and of their recognition of Yahweh 
as the god of Canaan. Who Yahweh (historically speaking) 
was, where the original Canaan was, and whence Abram was 
supposed to have come, are questions which are not new to 
us, and the solution of which will become clearer the further 
we proceed. 

Another of these questions is that which relates to 
‘Ur-Kasdim.’ We may venture to hold that the solution at 
which we have arrived clears away a very real difficulty, 
pointed out by Steuernagel (Ezmwand. p. 67), viz. that 
whereas elsewhere the figure of Abram is constantly local- 
ised (as it would seem) in the south of Palestine, he is here 
‘transferred to the north. Our solution also throws a new 
light on the text of the divine speech in v. 1. The ac- 
cumulation of phrases, ‘from thy land, and from thy kindred, 
and from thy father’s house’ is unparalleled, and the question 
arises, both here and in xxiv. 7 (which, though not quite 
parallel, makes an approach to being one), whether there is 
an error in the text. Having before us the case of the error 
in xi. 28, where a gloss is attached to the phrase ‘in the 
land of thy kindred, we cannot think it unlikely that in 
xii. I the phrase ‘from thy land and from thy kindred’ 
should receive as an appendix almost the same gloss, viz. 
Wy man, ‘from the Arabian country.” The divine speech 
certainly gains by the omission of the third expression. 
(For the change, see on xxviii. 13, xlix. 4, 8). 

There is yet another restoration which is brought close 
to us by the solution of the Ur-Kasdim problem. The text 
of the closing words of v. I suggests that Abram went 
out into the world not knowing his bourn. Yet if we will 
but reflect, such blind confidence in a director who withholds 
necessary information is not natural. Nor, indeed, is the 
phrase ‘to the land which I will cause thee to see’ as plain 
as we have a right to expect (contrast Ex. xxiii. 20, 23). 
And if we look at the context, can we avoid seeing that the 
person whom Yahweh addresses is aware of the name of the 


1 See Winckler, Adraham als Babylonier, etc. (1903), and cp. 
Cheyne, ‘ Babylon and the Bible,’ Hzdbert Journal, Oct. 1903, pp. 65 77. 
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region referred to? Doubtless we require a wide experience 
of textual phenomena to venture to make a restoration ; 
but those who have followed me elsewhere have such an 
experience. We need not doubt that in the original text 
WN was pronounced, not 1thx, but rus, and that Jwon, like 
pans in xxiii. 2 and elsewhere, and pax in v. 1, has come 
from a badly written ay. What the original text made 
Yahweh say to his servant was this,‘ Take thy way from thy 
land and from thy kindred to the land (read pay) of Asshur- 
‘arab (ze. Arabian Asshur).’ 

Before passing on to the narrative, a word may be in 
place respecting the promise in v. 30, which is commonly 
supposed to mean that all races of the world shall recognise 
the unique position of Abram and of his seed (cp. xviii. 18, 
xxviii. 14). A study of the prophetic writings in the light 
of a new textual criticism seems to me to suggest that the 
‘families’ or ‘tribes’ (MyTDwH) meant in the original text 
were those of the regions bordering on S. Palestine. Cp. 
Am. iii. 2, which may probably be rendered, ‘ You only have 
I known of all the tribes of the land, and note that in the 
original text of Ezek. xxxviit: fj Isa. lxvi.,- Joel iv.,>Zech. 
xiv. the nations spoken of appear to be those ‘round about’ 
(Joel iv. 12), and that in Isa. xix. 24, Israel, Misrim, and 
Asshur (the two latter, N. Arabian regions) are represented 
as forming a triple alliance under the sanction of Israel’s 
God. 

And what follows next in the narrative? Abram sets 
out on his journey to that N. Arabian land of Canaan, 
which became afterwards the border-land of a greater Canaan. 
Being, according to the original legend, a Yerahme’elite 
patriarch, he knows the way. It is indeed the road which 
the merchants took, and one may remark in passing that it 
must be considerably easier than the route from the con- 
ventional Haran to the conventional Canaan.” The land 
through which he passed (v. 6) was that called, as we have 
seen, Arabian Asshur. And it is remarkable that, by an 
archaism such as late writers not unfrequently indulge in, it 


1 Cp. Hos. v. 13, where ‘Asshur’ and ‘Arab’ (so read) are parallel ; 
also rev. text of chap. xlix., and other passages. 
2 For this, see Driver’s note on xii. 40. 
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is said of Abram, in Jubilees xiii. 1, that he ‘came into 
Asshur, and proceeded to Shechem.’ * 

The statement in Genesis (v. 6) is, according to KS, 
that Abram ‘passed through the land as far as to the place 
where Shechem stood afterwards, as far as to the terebinth 
of oracles. The name Shechem often occurs in the early 
narratives’ (cp. \XxXxiil 18.7) xxxive, xxxv. 4) xiviiw2z2) 
Josh. xxiv. 26). It is usually supposed to indicate the 
place now called Nablus, eleven hours from Jerusalem on 
the great north road. That a place called Shechem anciently 
stood on the same site as Nablus, cannot be doubted ; indeed, 
according to Knutzon’s reading of Am. Tab. 185, 10, there 
was a ‘land of Sakm,’ which may have belonged to the 
realm of Lapaya or Labaya, to the north of the kingdom of 
Abd-hiba of Jerusalem. There are, however, good reasons 
derived from the contexts of the passages for suspecting 
that the Shechem of the O.T. narratives referred to was not 
here, but in the N. Arabian border-land. The singularity of 
the phrase o2Y op (‘the place,’ or, as Di, Gu., Dr. render, 
‘the sanctuary of Shechem’) cannot escape any one. It is 
only reasonable to criticise the text. The main difficulty 
lies in oypo. Now it so happens that nypn is several times 
elsewhere a corruption of Sear ; see e.g. Isa. xxviii. 8, 
xxxiili. 21, Ezek. xxxviii. 11 (followed by ow=/’nw), 
Hos. ii. 1, and especially perhaps Ezra viii. 17. This 
seems to be the case here. We have also (see on x. 2, 14) 
found that Dw, wo, and b>) are often fragments of >mwpe (the 
N. Arabian region so called), the tendency of the popular 
speech being to cut short names which have to be often 
pronounced, especially in compounds, and on the analogy of 
names such as tw. for wan» and odwr for ‘ow ry (see 
on Ex. xxxi. 2) it is very possible that 5 in oom may be the 
remainder of 57=o7N. ow therefore, being necessarily a 
N. Arabian name, most probably comes from pw, and 


1 Dr. Charles, whose translation I quote, obelizes ‘ Asshur,’ but this 
simply indicates a too natural prejudice. It is, at any rate, possible that 
the writer used a text of Genesis which was not in all points adjusted to 
the geographical theories of later scribes and editors. 

2 Cp. H. W. Hogg, Z. Bzd., ‘Ephraim,’ § 7. 

3 Less probably o2v is a redactor’s substitute for ava; see £. Bid., 
‘Shechem,’ § 2. 
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since the prefixed npn is a disguise of ‘ Yerahme’el, we get 
the compound name Yerahme’el-Shakram, which is, perhaps, 
not so much the name of a city as of a district (cp. ‘the 
field of Abram’ in Sheshonk’s list ; note on ‘ Abram,’ xi. 27). 
Shakram itself, as we have seen, is a shortened form of 
Ashhur-Aram. See, further, on ‘ Kasdim,’ xi. 31. 

The precise locality visited is called mn pox (cp. 
Dt. xi. 30). Did the writer really mean by this ‘the 
oracle-giver’s terebinth’ (or ‘sacred tree’), as if the priest 
attached to this tree knew the way to get oracles from the 
tree-deity ? I do not, for my own part, deny that 7710 may 
mean ‘oracle-giver’’ (see Siegfried-Stade, Zex., under 77> 
and 710); Mic. iii, 11 seems conclusive on this point. 
But I am not at all sure that we do well to trust the 
traditional reading. To deny (with the Dutch critic Dozy) 
that 7714 can be a proper name, seems to me rash in the 
extreme. If nid in xiii. 18, xviii. I, is a proper name, it 
is difficult not to regard m0 too as such. Both these 
words surely belong to one and the same group with m0" 
Codi ) im (Neh. «xii. 12), nim (Ezra, vile 3);7 oo (Ex. 
ii. 4), Tmyn (Josh. xiii. 4); also with Monn (Judg. ix. 41), 
mow (Gen. xxii. 24), monn (Josh. xix. 8), wwom (Gen. 
xxxitto 10; etc... The result is.that, both min here,and 
snp in xiii. 18 come from popular distortions of Sxamn. 
It has been shown elsewhere (on Judg. ix. 37) that manyn 
(in ‘p por) has a similar origin, ze. the on of Yerahme’el 
corresponds to the ’é@onz of the Ishmaelites. On the situation 
Of thestres;. or -trées; see: note on Dt..xi. 30.. Cp: also) on 
Judg. vii. 1. 

But more sacred sites have still to be claimed for 
Abram’s God. So the patriarch moves camp, and journeys 
to a spot in the mountain-land, east of Sx-ma (v. 8). 
Beyond doubt, there was anciently a northern Bethel 


1 That it can mean ‘instruction,’ z.e. ‘knowledge’ (Winckler, 4OF 
xxi. 406), and that the cosmic tree of Shechem is referred to, is surely 
too fanciful. 

2 @ evidently connects the two names. In xii. 6 it gives tiv dpdv 
ry vpnAny, in xxii. 2 ets THY ypv THY vy. Apparently in both places 
it read aynp (cp. nox, from o8 or >xony), 

8 This gives the key to Ps. ix. 21, where ond a> represents doubly 
byony ; anw is a corruption of nnwn. 
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(attested by the modern name Sez¢iz). But is it this place 
—about ten miles N. of Jerusalem—which is here meant? 
Indeed, we may go further and ask whether it is certain that 
Bethel-Beitin is meant elsewhere, eg. in xxviii. 19, xXxxv. 
6; 13; Joshivenr2, . Judg.is (22 ive Sx XEr 10, a ieee, 
Am. vii. 10, 13? Let the reader re-examine these passages 
in their contexts from our present point of view, and judge. 
The name itself indicates that a southern position is, in the 
first instance, to be thought of. For such a name as 
‘Beth-el’ can hardly be still in its original form. ‘ Beth- 
Yerahme’el’ might plausibly be suggested as the earlier 
name, but much more probably 5x-mn should be grouped 
with Syma (xxii. 22), Sma (Josh. xix. 4), ndva (Josh. 
xix. 44), mdya (Josh. xv. 24), and msxnad (Josh. xv. 32), 
and all these names should be derived from 5yanx = Sxyaw? 
A strong confirmation of this is furnished by the gloss in 
Hos. xii. 4 (rev. text), where it is explained that in the 
short reference to the contest between Jacob and Elohim 
it is the Arabian or Ishmaelite Bethel that is meant. 
Observe that according to xiii. 13 f an extensive view over 
the whole country can be had from ‘ Beth-el. This does 
not accord with facts, if we insist on supposing the northern 
‘Beth-el’ to be referred to. For the companion-name >y7, 
see Crit. Bib. on Josh. vii. 2. 

The next statement—that in v. 9—is due to the re- 
dactor, and with it goes xiii. 1, 3 f The redactor supposed 
Abram to have journeyed southward. 

We now come to the story of Abram and Sarai in onx0 
(vv. 10-20), the difficulties of which have long been admitted, 
though the most important one was first recognised by 
Winckler (AOF i. 33). The reference to ‘going down’ 
into ‘9 (v. 10), and to myn» (vv. 15 ff) naturally suggests 
that the scene of the story is in Egypt (omy), and yet it is 
beyond doubt that in the other versions of the same original 
it is laid in Gerar (chap. xx., Abraham ; chap. xxvi., Isaac). 
How is this to be explained? Winckler supposes that in 
chap. xii. J’ misunderstands, and confounds - yo with 

1 See Cvzzi £20. on Am. vi. of, 


9 


2 Notice that Jubilees xiti. 10 states that Abram went ‘into the land 
of the south to Bealoth’ (ze. Ethbaal). 
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onxre. I could not deny that this is both possible and 
plausible. But, on the other hand, it is strange that there 
is so little genuine Egyptian colouring in the narrative. I 
know, indeed, that 71H (¢apaw) is commonly explained as 
a Hebraised form of the expression for ‘king’ used by the 
later Egyptians, the early form of which (ero) meant ‘the 
great house,’ ‘the palace.”’ But there are several objections 
to this view. (1) The Hebrew vocalisation is not quite 
what one would expect (see W. M. Miiller). (2) Shishak, 
So, Tirhakah are without the prefix my1p; only Necoh and 
Hophra have it. If ‘Pharaoh’ were the adopted Hebrew 
expression for ‘king of Egypt, why is it omitted in those 
cases? To tell us that in Egypt, down to the twenty-second 
dynasty, the Egyptian term always occurs without a proper 
name, is not to the point. We are concerned with what is 
supposed to be an adopted Hebrew term. (3) In numerous 
Passaces Fe e05E xis vit 15.) Dteevil. 8,0 1 Ke ix. 16, dizelke 
xxix, 2 f, etc.. we meet with the expression ‘ Pharaoh king 
of ovyn, as if ‘Pharaoh’ were a proper name. Cp. also 
miynp, © Chr. iv. 184. (4) There are in the O.T. several 
words resembling myn, such as mynd, Py, ON Ww, which 
at any rate suggest the reasonableness of seeking first of all 
to explain mp from Semitic. (5) The other Semitic 
languages have not accepted Par‘oh (Pharaoh) in any form 
as an expression for the king of Egypt. 

From the N. Arabian point of view the origin of myn 
is not difficult to find. It comes most probably from Pir’u, 
the name (as we may suppose) of some Misrite king who 
became famous. At any rate, it was the name of a king of 
Musri in Sargon’s time—the phrase is Piru sar Musri, which 
corresponds exactly to onxn Jon my. Another form of 
my1p is possibly ox p (Josh. x. 3), where the a may be due, 
as Hommel suggests, to Arabic ‘mimation.? These and 
all the other parallel names quoted above may ultimately 
have come from 71y =v (see on ‘ Arpakshad,’ x. 22); the 
explanation of Piru as ‘shoot, ‘offspring, is less probable. 
Of course, the view that Myf is not a Hebraised Egyptian 


1 See W. M. Miiller, Z. 20., ‘Pharaoh,’ § 1. 
2 pew may, however, have come from ox (on which see note on 
sal, BPE 
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title meaning ‘king’ but a N. Arabian personal royal name 
will only be certain (practically) when it has been shown 
that Shishak, So, Tirhakah, Necoh, Hophra (whether ex- 
pressly called ‘Pharaoh’ or not) were really kings of Musri.’ 

Next, as to the danger encountered by Sarai in o»xn. 
There is no temptation to deny that a king of Egypt might 
have coveted the possession of a beautiful Asiatic woman ; 
a conservative scholar” refers in this connexion to King 
Abd-hiba’s present of twenty-one female slaves to his 
Egyptian suzerain. But can we suppose that there would 
have been less danger for Sarai in an Arabian kingdom? 

Much more important is the expression ‘Abram went 
down into oyxn’ (v. 10), and the implied statement that. ’n 
is a corn-land. This looks very much like a reference to 
Egypt. Was it introduced by the redactor? If so, he 
left a good deal that is adverse to his theory. And if we 
admit this, we must also admit that this and other redactors 
made similar interferences with the text elsewhere (see 
especially the Joseph-story). Certainly this appears to be 
the fairest hypothesis that we can frame. It does not 
require us to deny that there were fruitful parts of N. Arabia, 
and that the ancestors of the Israelites sojourned there, and 
it enables us to account for phrases and for elements in 
the descriptions which can hardly otherwise be explained. 
And yet even here a doubt forces itself upon us; for in 
Num. xi. 5, where the text is plainly wrong, must we not 
read thus,? ‘We remember the corn (j747) which we ate 
in Misrim’ (gloss, oan, ze. Yahman, Yerahme’el), and in 
2 K. xviii. 32 is it not the king of the N. Arabian Asshur 
who declares that he will take the Jews away to ‘a land of 
corn and wine’? Even if the latter be due to a redactor 
who knows only of a king of Assyria, yet the former 
remains. Here is a real problem (see on chap. xl.). 

At any rate, the claims of oyxm are upset by the 


1 See Crit. Bzb. It may be noticed here that yan (Hophra) in 
Jer. xliv. 30 is merely a corrupt dittograph of ayn», and that «23 syns 
(Ph. Necoh) in 2 K. xxiii. 29 may have come from 43n wp. 

2 Heyes, Bib. u. Aeg. p. 18 (Am. Tab. 181, 20-22). 

3 The second half of the verse consists apparently of miswritten 
names of peoples. See on Ex. xii. 38. 
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reference to camels in v. 16, at least if the text reading is 
correct. For ‘the assertion that the ancient Egyptians 
knew the camel is unfounded.”* Most probably, however, 
opr in v. 16 comes from obxonn; CpG ON aaocx Vile 28. 
Jude. vi. 5, vill. 21; also nyTO2 in Ezek. xxvii. 11, This 
correction, however, is insufficient; ‘he-asses, and men- 
servants, and maid-servants, and she-asses, and camels’ is 
an impossible sequence. The difficulty was very early felt, 
hence in Sam. o»nn is transposed, so as to stand before 
‘my. The truth is, however, that namx (as in Judg. v. 10) 
represents either Dmx or O1NK, both of which ultimately 
come from oxdxynm. Thus the last two words in v. 16 are 
glosses on ovtay. The slaves given by the king to Abram 
were, it is stated, Ishmaelites or Yerahme’elites. Thus one 
more textual difficulty which has long baffled us is explained. 
Similar corrections are .required in the parallel passages, 
MeRIVens Gy KEK. A 3. 

In conclusion, I do not see that this story favours the 
view that Abram was a missionary or a representative of a 
higher and purer religion. It is simply a glorification of 
the great ancestor of Israel, with perhaps a glance (but 
the parallelism is by no means close) at the plagues pre- 
ceding the Exodus. At the same time, the fact that 
Abram and the Misrite king have the same religion (cp. 
on chap. xx.), as well as apparently the same language, 
reminds us of the lofty anticipation of a late Hebrew 
prophet (Isa. xix. 24 f) that Misrim, Asshur, and Israel— 
the three great Yerahme’elite peoples—should one day 
become a blessing to all around them, and be blessed in 
equal measure by Yahweh. I would also add the suggestion 
that the statement that Sarai was at once Abram’s sister 
and his wife makes it not impossible that Abram was 
originally represented as nearer than he now appears to 
the origin of the human race. 


1 W. M. Miiller, £. B2d., col. 634; cp. 1209. Heyes disputes 
this assertion (Bzd. u. Aeg. pp. 28 7), which, however, is supported by 
Maspero and Erman. 
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THE CHOICES OF ABRAM AND LOT 
(GEN. XIII. 2, 5-18) 


THE two righteous men—Abram and Lot—are compelled 
to separate. One of them excels the other in generosity, 
but this is necessary for the narrative, and we do not find 
that the more selfish one is blamed. At any rate, when 
it comes to the point, Lot, like Abram, proves himself a 
man of faith. It is plausible (cp. on xiv. 12) to hold that 
originally Abram and Lot were brothers. Pairs of brothers 
abound in ancient legend; hardly a people in nearer Asia 
and in Europe is without its Dioscuri. Often they are 
hostile (eg. Romulus and Remus), but we cannot venture 
to draw a hard and fast line between friendly and hostile 
brothers.’ 

Let us begin our closer investigation at two rather 
important glosses, viz. v. 76 and v. 10. The first, which 
may perhaps be misplaced (Gunkel), reminds us that Abram 
was only a sojourner among the Canaanites. ‘And the 
Perizzite’ is a gloss within the gloss; ‘mp (surely not 
peasant-tribe) probably comes from > 7¥ = 7np IY (cp. Dry, 
Neh. iii. 32). ‘Canaanites’ and ‘Sarephathites, then, are 
synonymous. The Canaanites were, in fact, a branch of 
the Yerahme’elites, with whom the Sarephathites may be 
identified, (Up. XxxiV.4 30, Jude ol. Ay ne) Woe dae 
‘Canaanites’ occurs alone. Cp. &. Bzé., ‘ Perizzites.’ 

The second gloss (v. 10) is twofold; it consists of two 
of the four defining clauses, viz. (1) 31 mmw 95, and (2) 
ovo pind. (Note the warning Pasek after 19). Both 
these are superfluous interruptions, and yet instructive. It 
is true that Abram and Lot knew nothing of the impending 


1 Stucken, Astralmythen, p. 87. 
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catastrophe of the cities. For us, however, the insertion (for 
such it must be) is of the greatest interest, for taken in 
connexion with the second clause (M7 }25) it suggests that 
Sodom and Gomorrah were in the vicinity of the region in 
which early tradition located the lost Paradise (see on 
il. 4 6, etc.). The second clause itself is altogether in the 
naive manner of the narrator, who thoroughly believes in 
the garden of Yahweh, in accordance with the early 
tradition. The third clause, onxo por, though a gloss, 
is not inane, for the ‘land of Misrim, by its relative fertility, 
probably gave the best idea of what the ‘circle (district) of 
the Yarhon’ might be supposed to have been in the days 
of Abram and Lot. And at any rate, according to the 
authority used by P (x. 6), Misrim and Canaan (originally 
a southern name) were both ‘sons’ of Ham (Yerahme’el). 
Whether the following words, yy 7 2N1, belong to ‘op prxd, 
is uncertain.’ An affirmative answer is possible, for 1yz (so 
read, not jys)? has possibly come by popular corruption 
from WD (see On xix. 20), ze. a place-name Missor. Dt. 
xxxiv. 3, however, suggests a different connexion. That 
passage, critically revised, closes with the words, ‘ Arab- 
ramathim (virtually = Yerahme’el) as far as Soar. Accord- 
ing to this, Soar was, in one direction, the limit of the 
Yerahme’elite region. 

Can any one reasonably doubt that ony here is the 
land of Musri in N. Arabia? It may be only a gloss 
which mentions the name, but the glossators in many parts 
of the O.T. are aware of the N. Arabian connexion of the 
Israelites. And the mention of Musri confirms the view 
that other N. Arabian names occur in the preceding gloss. 

And what, according to the narrator himself, were the 


1 Winckler (KAT), p. 146) remarks, ‘onsn by Zoar; therefore 
Musri.’ See also &. &20., col. 4672, ‘like the land of Misrim in the 
direction of Missor.’ 

2 jyk is read by Ebers, Geiger, and Ball (after Pesh.); like most 
moderns they identify ‘Zoan’ with Tanis in Egypt. It is not impossible 
even for us to adopt this reading, for there was a ‘Zoan’ in the 
N. Arabian Musri (see on Num. xiii, 22). ys is, in fact, one of the 
early popular corruptions of >sxyoe (like jxs in xxxvii. 2, 1 S. xvi. 11, 
and ji3xs in Mic. i. 11). The intermediate form may be pyax; see on 
SES Ge 
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respective regions of Abram and Lot, or, more strictly, the 
regions where they respectively sojourned (vv. 10-12)? 
Lot, deficient in generosity, chose ‘all the Azkkar of the 
Jordan.” yt (Jordan), however, must be due to a scribe 
who lived when the scene of this and many other narratives 
had become thoroughly misconceived. The original text 
had jim. It deserves the attention of critics that, in 
certain passages, we still find the error and the correction 
sideby. side; ez. Num. xxii, 1, Josh. xvi. 1,°1 Ch, vaog? 
Yarhon appears to have been the name of a border stream 
(or was it merely a large torrent ?) in the N. Arabian border- 
land; cp on xv. 7-18. This region is eulogised as ‘ well- 
watered everywhere. Sodom, then, was in Yarhonite or 
Yerahme’elite territory—tIn v. 10 four defining clauses are 
given ; these we need not consider over again. Geographi- 
cally, the important point is that the region called the 
kikkar extended to Zoar (cp. on xix. 20-22). But what 
does kikkar mean? As all agree, ‘circle’ or ‘district’ (@ 
n Tepiywpos). The question, however, is whether this was: 
the original meaning. In 1 K. vii. 46 (viewed in relation 
to the whole story of the artificer Hiram) it appears that 
7D) represents om or JOD (TWH, ze. jn, follows 252), 
and elsewhere px and pp are corruptions of om (= 
Sor). The probability is that there was a once fertile 
district in the border-land which bore a name corrupted at 
an early date from Rakman, ze Yerahme’el. This name 
sometimes, and quite naturally, stood alone, ze. as 722[77] 
sometimes, however, pm, ‘the Yarhon, was added, to 
determine the reference more precisely. 

One is surprised to hear (v. 12) that Lot, after his 
separation from Abram, ‘dwelt in the czées of the kikkar,’ 
and equally so to be told xezt that ‘ Lot pitched his tents (?) 
as far as Sodom. An explanation can, however, be given. 
“y, as in the same phrase elsewhere (xix. 29), comes from 
ayy. The original text had ‘in Arabia of the &zkkar’ 
(or, perhaps, of Yerahme’el). And in the phrase SAN 
p1p-1y, STK, as elsewhere (2g. I K. vii. 45), represents a 


1 Note that @ in our passage presupposes yz, and that both 
vy (cp. Dt. xxxiv. 2° and ~y (cp, Judg. xii. 7) occur as corruptions 
of 37y. 
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shortened form of 5xnr (there is no denominative verb),! 
and the prefixed » represents nv, ‘that is, while ty, as 
e20in xixe37 /, comes from “y=c5». V. 126 therefore 
runs, ‘and Lot dwelt in Arabia of the &ckkar; that is, 
Yerahme’el ; Arabia of Sodom.’ 

One thing more is said about Lot, but the text is again 
corrupt. oOTpo mir yon (v. 11) is usually rendered ‘and 
Lot journeyed eastward, but otpo can hardly mean ‘east- 
ward. Stade (ZATW, 1894, p. 276, note 2) and Gunkel 
would read Mop, but this is arbitrary, and, besides, such an 
isolated correction is inadequate. wmbyp~ seems to have 
come from Sxypm st (=n, see above), ‘that is, 
Ishmael,’ which is a gloss on ‘all the kikkar of the Yarhon.’ 
As in ii. 8, o7pa is an expansion of Op», z.e. orm, ‘ Yarham,’ 
which is an alternative gloss on ‘ kikkar,’ 

As for Abram, he certainly dwells in the land of Canaan 
(see on x. 6). Before moving on, he enjoys a wide survey 
of the promised land, probably from the mountain spoken 
of in xii. 8. Then he is led on his way by his unseen 
Guide to the sacred tree (read own; cp. xii. 6, and see on 
xviil. 1) of Mamre, which is by Hebron, and built an altar 
to Yahweh (v. 18), ze. the altar which existed there in the 
time of the narrator (Gunkel). The sequel of v. 18 is the 
famous narrative (chaps. xviii, xix.) which tells how Abram 
was visited by the divine ones at Hebron, and Lot at Sodom. 

And what does Mamre mean? According to Ed. 
Meyer, ‘the name still mocks at every attempt at explana- 
tion’ (p. 267). Surely this is a mistake. The word sono 
is no harder to explain than 7» (see on xii. 6, and cp. on 
myn, xxiii. g). Probably it is a transformation of jon, 
which is a popular corruption of Sxnm. It now becomes 
easy to explain the troublesome Saxn (Dal Si, 5cp. On 12) 
It is, again, corrupt, and has come from ‘om xm, ‘that is, 
Yerahme’el’; odo, which follows, may either have been 
transferred redactionally from its original place after x1, 
or represent a complementary oxy. ‘That is, Yerahme’el 


1 BDB give this statement, ‘5ax, vb. denom., tent, move tent from 
place to place, Gen. xiii. 12, 18; Pi., >m, pitch one’s tent, Isa. xii. 20.’ 
But all these passages are undoubtedly corrupt. In the third, 5” 
comes from ‘ba = 25m; @ dueAOwour, cp. Lam. v. 18. 
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of Arabia’ is a gloss on x D0, a word which in xxxv. 27 
is again furnished with an explanatory gloss. See also on 
xiv. 13.—For Hebron, see on xxiii. 2. If the name comes 
ultimately from an ethnic or tribe-name, we may well 
suppose that there were two Hebrons—one the modern 
el-Halil, the other in the N. Arabian border-land (cp. Josh. 
xv. 44, 1 Chr. ii. 42),—-and that each of these had its own 
sacred tree or trees. 
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ABRAM as a great chief and warrior, a devout worshipper, 
and a loyal friend and ally. 

The peculiarities of this narrative, by which it contrasts 
both with the preceding and with the following narratives 
of J and E, have often been noted with surprise. No other 
passage of Genesis, except, indeed, xxxvi. 31-39, has so 
much the outward appearance of being derived from a 
national chronicle as xiv. 1-11, so that Kittel! has not 
unnaturally suggested that it may be an wvalt Canaanite 
record, and Ed. Meyer” that the historical facts of the 
setting of the story must have been obtained by the late 
Jewish author in Babylon. Sayce,® too, has long since 
expressed the opinion that the whole narrative in Gen. xiv. 
was ‘extracted from the Babylonian archives, and has given 
‘an approximate date for the rescue of Lot by Abraham, 
and consequently for the age of Abraham himself” He 
thus sanctions the opinion of Renan* that in Gen. xiv. we 


! Gesch. der Hebrier, i. 158 (1888). 
2 GA te T66(188A). 
3 See Fresh Light from the Ancient Monuments, pp. 53-59. 
4 Histoire a’ Israel, ii. 210. 


A NEST OF NEW PROBLEMS (GEN. XIV.) 231 


have ‘sorte de fenétre ouverte sur la plus haute antiquité’ 
And not only is he still unmoved by adverse criticisms, but 
he has quite lately developed his view further on the lines 
of a more advanced cuneiform research.’ The most 
important of his theses are these :—(1) The Hebrew text of 
Gen. xiv. is a translation or paraphrase of a cuneiform 
original. (2) The Babylonian proper names have been 
handed down with remarkable correctness, indicating (a) 
that the same care was taken in Canaan in copying older 
documents as in Babylonia and Assyria, (4) that the Hebrew 
translator was conscientious, and (c) that the Hebrew text 
is on the whole to be trusted. (3) As the use of the 
so-called Pheenician alphabet in Palestine and Phcenicia 
cannot be traced archzologically beyond the age of David 
or Samuel, the Hebrew translation of the cuneiform original 
may have been made then. The official records of Israel 
may have perished in the destruction of Shiloh by the 
Philistines. The new alphabet, and probably also the use 
of the native language, may have been introduced among 
the Israelites under Samuel, as they seem to have been at 
Tyre under Abibal and Hiram I. 

To prove (1), it will be necessary to show that through- 
out Genesis there are not only names, but expressions, 
which cannot be adequately explained save by the hypothesis 
that they have come from Babylonian sources, and in some 
cases at any rate from cuneiform Babylonian tablets. To 
prove (2), that the names, or most of them, can be explained, 
without violence, from Babylonian. To prove (3), or at 
least make it highly probable, we must find some Israelitish 
cuneiform tablets prior to the presumed date of the 
destruction of Shiloh. 

A somewhat similar view has been put forward by 
Winckler,2 combined with a remarkable critical analysis of 
the narrative. According to this scholar, Gen. xiv., in its 
original form, is based upon a Babylonian historical legend 
-which had probably taken the form of a hymn dealing with 


1 ¢The Archeology of Genesis xiv., Hap. Times, Aug. 1906, 
pp. 498-503. a 

2 Gesch. Isr. ii. 26-42; AOF, 3rd ser., i. 165-174; Kvrtteische 
Schriften, Heft 2, p. 116. 
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Kedorlaomer and Tid‘al, the two oppressors of Babylonia, 
who, after having conquered the Amorites at a _ place 
identified by the Hebrew writer as Hasason-Tamar, were 
themselves defeated by a chief of the Habiri." This hymn 
or legend had some mythological elements, signs of which 
are the number 318 (v. 14), and the names ‘the valley of 
spirits’ (vv. 3, 8, 10; Siddim corrupted from shéd#m), ‘the 
fountain of judgment’ (En-Mishpat, vw. 7),-and *the) kings 
valley’ (émek sharé, v. 17). These three mythical localities 
were identified by the Israelitish author of Gen. xiv. in its 
original form with places in his native land. Naturally 
enough, Winckler finds traces of the Babylonian origin of 
the story, not only in the proper names, but in the 
vocabulary, 2g. tm (MT. qm), v. 14, from Ass. zdkz, ‘he 
mustered ’ ; porm, v. 15, from Ass. faléku, ‘to flee’ (Piel, 
‘to fall upon’); mmw (MT. mw), v. 17, from Ass. sharru, 
‘king.’ 

As to the use of cuneiform among the Israelites, it 
went on, according to Winckler, in the political sphere 
most probably till the time of Hezekiah. In literature, 
however, the use of alphabetic writing began somewhat 
earlier, for the work of the Elohist, which is referred to the 
reign of Ahaz, was the first connected specimen of alpha- 
betic writing of which we know. This, as Winckler 
thinks, may illustrate the strange phrase in Isa. viii. 1, 
‘Take thee a great tablet, and write on it with an 
ordinary stilus’ (wy2N wird), ze. in Phoenician or Aramaic 
characters. The antithesis to ’x ’n (lit. ‘stilus of men’) is 
ow» win, ze. hieratic writing (see Ex. xxxi. 18, xxxii. 16).? 

I must confess, however, that even Winckler, who else- 
where (¢.g. on Judg. v.) appears so free from the Massoretic 
superstition, shows a surprising unsuspiciousness in dealing 
with the received text of Gen. xiv. Surely, before either 
Sayce or Winckler had propounded his theories, he ought 
to have given a keen criticism to the traditional text. I 
have already referred to this subject not long since,® but 
shall naturally treat it here in more detail. 


1 Cp. v. 15, ‘ Abram the Hebrew.’ 
2 For a rival view, see on Ex. xxxii. 16. 
3 See Bible Problems (1904), pp. 146-150. 


A NEST OF NEW PROBLEMS (GEN. XIV.) 233 


The first question of importance relates to the names of 
kings in v. 1. Can any of them, when brought as near as 
may be to their original form, be identified with the names 
of historical kings revealed by exploration? Even upon 
the Assyriological side some hesitation has begun to be 
visible. To compare the names given by a Hebrew scribe, 
not contemporary with the events which are supposed to be 
referred to, with those of a learned Babylonian tablet-writer 
does indeed appear a somewhat hazardous undertaking. 

Let us begin with Spins (@ Apapdar), the bearer of 
which name is still very commonly identified with Ham- 
murabi, the great unifier of Babylonia and conqueror of 
Elam. The difficulty is that no such name has yet been 
found in the inscriptions. The final 5 is especially puzzling. 
Lindl has suggested that it may perhaps represent the 
Babylonian zu, ‘god’ This, however, would be too far- 
fetched, even if there were much stronger reason than there 
is to expect a reference to Hammurabi. Hiising, there- 
fore, who is followed by Winckler and Erbt, proposed to 
prefix the troublesome 5 to the following word, producing 
ond, which, of course, involves some other alterations of 
the text, and is not very plausible. It is necessary, there- 
fore, to consult a fairly wide experience of the habits of 
Hebrew scribes. That 5 and 1 are often confounded, 
especially in proper names, will be admitted. It follows 
that 5n, Syn, may very easily have come from Sn, Sy2; cp. 
ND, Xvi. 12, and 3py, xxv. 4, from yy, and see on ‘Rephaim,’ 
v. 5. The same confusion of letters accounts for the 
personal names Syp, »idp, jai. Nor are these the only 
changes which these and similar forms have undergone. 
jpw, for instance, is a corruption of Sevow (cp. Wx, JMR), 
and both 52 and 5p. in proper names are not original, but 
represent 5p and Sym (Sx). x, it is true, may be sup- 


1 Bezold, for instance, questions the identification of ‘Amraphel’ 
with Hammurabi. See also Johns, ‘The Name Jehovah,’ etc., Exposztor, 
October 1903. This article is highly damaging to the popular views 
which rest so largely on the authority of Sayce, a gifted scholar whose 
hypotheses by no means always prove correct. Nevertheless, Sayce 
reaffirms his position in his article ‘The Chedorlaomer Tablets’ (based 
on a newtransliteration and translation of the texts), PSBA, Nov. 1906, 
and following numbers. 
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posed to have the right letters, but here a popular meta- 
thesis is at least equally plausible, so that Spanx (cp. Syn, 
Hos. x. 14), through the linking forms 5anpx and Sminx, 
may have ultimately come from 5Sxnrmp. I hold this to be 
more than slightly plausible. For the repeated » in Smnx, 
cp. on tn5n, Judg. 31 iii. (Cre. Bzd.). 

yaw too should now cease to vex the critic. Having 
seen that ‘Amraphel’ is not the name of a Babylonian 
king, we no longer wonder why such an ‘obscure’ name as 
Shinar should be preferred to ‘ Babel.’ As has been shown 
(on x. 10), qy2w represents Wy ‘mw, ‘ Arabian Ishmael.’ 

Next as to tx. Is this really correct? Can we 
venture to interpret it as ‘servant of the moon-god’?! Does 
Jr really come from the Sumerian Aku? A_ thorough 
textual criticism compels us to trace JN to TDN (cp. 
next footnote). The same explanation is required for the 
“Ariok?. of Dan. ti. 14/7, 24-7, Judith.1.6 ;* alsoin, Judit 
v. 5, etc., for ‘ Achior, the leader of all the sons of Ammon, 
and perhaps in Tobit i. 21 for ‘ Achiacharus,’ the cup-bearer 
of ‘Sarchedonus’ at ‘ Nineveh, for which name we should 
doubtless read ‘ Achicarus’=1p-m~.°~— All__ these parallels 
are of interest, and if they suggest changes in the received 
higher criticism, we ought not to mind this. Observe that 
in Tobit xiv. 15 »* substitutes ‘ Achiacharus’ for ‘ Nabucho- 
donosor’ (B) or ‘ Asuerus’ (A), and that wrnwnme almost 
certainly comes from 7\mwx (the underlying reading in 
Esthsa. 1, etc. Ezra iv. (6, (Dan. ix.) The, only deubteis 
whether 1p mx, like ops (2 K. xxii. 12, etc.), has not 
come from ‘orm ‘ws (Ashhur-Yerahme’el). See note 3. 
Probably, indeed, this is the origin of Ahikar, but even so 
the name is partly parallel to ts. See next paragraph. 

1 «Whether Ariok goes back to a Sumerian pronunciation, Eri-Aku, 
of the Semitic-Babylonian name of Rém-Sin, king of Larsa, is extremely 
uncertain’ (Zimmern, KAZ), p. 367). This is a very moderate state- 
ment (see Johns, of. czt. p. 285). 

2 The underlying texts of Daniel and Judith presuppose a different 
history and geography from that in the present texts. In Judith Zc. 
6 Bao. EXvpatwv represents oy 79, z.e. a combination of two ordinary 
popular corruptions of 5xenv, The real name of the plain (poy or mv) 
was Ashhur-Yerahme’el. ‘Esther’ too has been much altered. 


&) Cp.15ay5(*, Pesh:; Joshs vitraj 1 ‘Chris ca sds wine 7) 
probably from 12vx=’pny ‘vx. See also on x Gen. x. 10. 
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We now come to 1p5x, where ‘Ariok, or rather 
‘Ashhur, ruled. It is said that this is rather like Larsa, 
the name of the Babylonian city of the sun-god, one of 
whose ancient kings was called Rim-sin, or, in Sumerian, 
Eri-aku. For some reason—Assyriological critics suppose 
—the old Hebrew writer used by preference the less natural 
name Eri-aku, which has become Ariok, while é/ Larsam 
(Ball) has become ‘ Ellasar” Into what sore straits we may 
be led by our inveterate textual conservatism! The truth 
surely is that 5x is a corruption of twxdn, ze. sos San 
(Tubal [z.e. Ethbaal] of Asshur). See on 2 K. xix. 12. 

Of snyd5a79 Strack (1905) says, ‘All that is certain is 
that K. is a good Elamitish name. Similarly most of the 
scholars who are in touch with Assyriologists. It has not 
yet been shown that it is a genuine historical name,’ and, 
‘singularly enough, the name of the Elamite goddess 
Lagamar ‘never occurs in Elamite proper names.” And to 
an experienced eye it will be at once clear that ty is 
to be grouped with 5piox and rnp, ze. represents Ssnrmy ; 
7D, too, is not of Elamite origin, but comes from 711, which 
in xxxvi. 35 is the name of the father of a king of Edom 
(Aram ?), probably = Bir-dadda = Arab-hadad.— But if so, 
what becomes of o>w? The question is answered by 
x. 22, where ‘Elam’ is one of the sons- of ‘Shem,’ ze. 
Ishmael, and is followed by ‘ Asshur.” The name is, beyond 
reasonable doubt, a popular modification of Symm, which 
acquired an independent existence.—5y1n (most pre- 
cariously explained by Assyriology)® is not so easy to 
explain. Probably, however, it should be grouped with 
soin (1 Chr. iv. 29), toinds (Josh. xix. 4). This sug- 
gests a connexion with Sann_ or Syn, Ze. Syame =/nw 
(see on xxii. 22). What other explanation of ‘Tolad’ and 
‘Eltolad’ can be given is not apparent. It will be noticed 


1 See Tiele in #. B2z0., ‘Chedorlaomer.’ Erbt (Die Hebr. p. 67) 
makes Kedorla‘omer come from Kudurmabuk ; the Hebrew writer mis- 
read his (supposed) cuneiform authority. Truly ‘necessity is the 
mother of invention.’ Sayce, however, still reads Ku-dur-lakhkha-mar 
(op. ctt., 1906). 

2 Hommel, Gr. p. 361, note 7 (see his explanation of the cir- 
cumstance). 

3 See King, Letters of Hammuradt, i. p. lin. 
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that in Josh. dc. ‘Eltolad’ is followed by ‘Bethul, ze. 
‘Tubal’—nn 2 should be the name of the realm of Tid‘al 
(Tubal ?). Does it come from Gutium =the land of the 
Guti or Kuti, a nomadic people north of Elam,’ whose 
name has been traced by Delitzsch (but, as can be shown, 
wrongly) in the yyp of Ezek. xxiii. 23?” But the name of 
a king of Gutium certainly contemporary with Hammurabi, 
who is supposed to be=Imraphel, has yet to be found 
(Johns). And how can we take ¢kzs occurrence of oO») as 
a district-name apart from those in Josh. xii. 23, Judg. 
iv. 2, Isa. viii 23? There is only one theory which is 
consistent with a thoroughly critical view of all these 
passages in their contexts. oni must represent either 
ordi (orn, ovtyd2) or OnNI (cp. Ova, Ezek. xxvii. 11), 
or perhaps 79 (see on x. 2). The first of these corrections 
has the support of Pesh., but the second or third best suits 
the correction of ‘ Tid‘al’ (or Tir‘al) into ‘ Tubal!’ 

One point still remains. The text of v. 1 as it stands 
gives an anacoluthon. The correction suggested by Hiising 
and Winckler (see above) not being satisfactory, it seems 
best to follow Clericus and Ewald (Komp. der Gen. p. 221), 
and insert pv.x after -on.? How easily this might drop 
out before Sparx or Soto need hardly be said. 

Thus v. 1 will run thus, ‘It befell in the days of Abram 
that Amarmel king of Shinar, Ashhur king of Tubal-Asshur, 
Birdad-“Amral king of Elam, Tubal king of Gomer. . ” 
The question is, however, whether the original story men- 
tioned more than one great king and one minor king, viz. 
Birdad-““Amral king of Elam and Tubal king of Gomer, 
both being rulers of different portions of the wide Yerah- 
me’elite region. Observe that in v. 5 no king but ‘ Kedor- 
laomer’ is mentioned). If so, the other names (except 
Tubal king of Gomer, if this is the right reading) were 
invented by a redactor*—surely no hard task—to make 


1 See Rogers, Outlines of Babylonian History, p. to. 

2 See £. Bi0., < Koa,’ and’ cp. ‘Tidal.’ 

3 So £. Bib., ‘Sodom,’ § 6¢ (1903). So, in 1905, doubtfully 
Sievers (‘Abram the Hebrew’ not excluded), 

4 Winckler also (G/ il. 30) assumes that the lists of names have 
been amplified. 
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the campaign a grander business. Hence his further inser- 
tion in v. 5, ‘and the kings that were with him’; hence, 
too, his misreading of an earlier gloss as ‘four kings against 
the five.’ 

Verse 2, as the text now stands, informs us that five 
kings stood on the other side (cp. Josh. x. 5, ‘the five kings 
of the Amorites’). The original story, however, may have 
mentioned only one great king (cp. v. 17) and perhaps one 
minor king. As in v, 1, the names are both mutilated and 
corrupted, except perhaps yon, which is best accounted 
for by metathesis; read any, and compare the Midianite 
name yin, Num. xxxi. 8, noting also among the accompany- 
ing names opr (=arnn) and wn (=mnN).—Next ywra. 
This is analogous to Tm, and = 5yynw Vy (cp. xwyr from 
pwAR, Zé. “ow y)—axaw (followed by a warning Pasek) 
and 7Axnw may, of course, have been inserted by the editor, 
without his having known their origin. But they may also 
(cp. on yba, below) be two notes which have come from 
the margin, variants to ay2w. (note that for 1xnw @ gives 
cevvaap, Sam. qNiw). All these three forms really represent 
any Sxynw (cp. on wrx, Judg. v. 28). A parallel form to 
axnw is probably the name Sumu-abi, borne by the founder 
of Hammurabi’s dynasty, which has also come from ‘yy ‘nw ; 
cp. also Urumilki, name of king of Gebal (¢emp. Sennacherib, 
which is =/or7 Ny. 

We now turn to the place-names. First, o1p. An 
obscure name, which has evidently been worn down from 
some name both longer and more intelligible. Probably, 
as in the case of qt (see on x. 2), the initial letter has been 
lost, and the original form was D70n, ze. OWN IMwx. There 
is probable evidence that ‘Sodom’ was sometimes actually 
called Yerahme’el-Ashhur, and, more shortly, Ashhur (see 
on xix. 4, 9); also for the existence of a parallel form 
Kascan. “Mor the fatter, see Isa-i.s7G-9. Here several 
corrections are forced upon us. The words np) wy) have 
arisen out of oD) n>pMmN>, and the same account must be 
given of ovnt’pm99, which probably stood in the margin as 
a correction of oD ‘prmM>. The preceding word nnn 


1 Sayce has already explained 72xnw as ‘perhaps a corrupt reading 
for Sumu-abi’ (Exp. Times, x. 463). 
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probably comes from odSw sim, which was a gloss upon 
prema (v. 8). We have already seen (on xi. 31) that 
ovTw) is another corruption of DIwN, ze. DIN INwYx.— Mn», 
the companion-name, is, of course, not from Ar. gamara, 
‘texit rem aqua,’ but, like ny (1 K. xvi. 16), Toyy (xxiii. 9, 
etc.), and may (x. 7), comes from onx or Senor. It is 
therefore virtually =o71D, and may even be the legendary 
double of that name—And what of To Tx and ony 
(Sam. owns)? Have they come in from Hos. xi. 8, where 
it is not absolutely certain that the legend of Gen. xix. is 
referred to (cp. & Bz,‘ Admah and Zeboim’)? Or may 
they not be variants to Toy and otpD? For ow is 
clearly =71onn, ze. DIN (‘ATT) with the feminine ending, and 
ovay (owns) belongs to a group of words representing 
Sxvow (see on 1 S. xiii. 18)—va, like Syn, probably comes 
from a truncated ‘nim (see on xi. 9, xxxvi. 32, and on nya, 
Num. xxii. 5). The question is whether yon (perhaps the 
original of 539, when this name is applied to a N. Arabian 
city or region, see on xi. g) is not, like 1n2w and 72Nn0v, 
a gloss on nynw in v. 1. Note the statement in the Book of 
Jubilees (x. 25, Charles) that the name Babel was given to 
‘the whole land of Shinar.— yy-;~w7. The first of the 
geographical glosses. It is possible, however, to read jpy, 
which is really an Ishmaelite name (see above, p. 227, 
note 2). Similarly, in the gloss in xxviii. 19, nb, Ze. Ow 
(cp. on orn, 27 eats virtually = 5y-moa (from Syamx = 
Syyow). 

As to v. 3, it is conceivable that it may be a redactional 
insertion, consequent on the expansion of v. 2. But the 
awkwardness of 75x~-59 (if referred only to the kings in v. 2) 
and the unexpected ‘ pregnant construction’ by san, besides 
the premature reference to the onwn pny, might well give 
us pause. Is there ‘no balm in Gilead, no physician there’? 
Surely there is. Many analogies suggest that 5. wan 
covers over an ethnic ending in 5x, and what should this 
be but (in the plural, to suit Tx) odxorn? It is a 
gloss that we have before us—‘all these (viz. all the kings 
mentioned in vv. I and 2) are Yerahme'elites” onwn poy 
was inserted from v. 8 after Synrm had become corrupted 

WC CIE NEZe. ps7. 
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into Sx wan. We will, however, consider it here because 
of the note, asym ox, which is supposed to imply the 
notion that the ‘Salt Sea’ at a later time extended itself 
over the vale of Siddim. There is, however, no parallel for 
such an expression as ‘sea of salt. The other names for 
the ‘Dead Sea’ are Tay OD, Dt. iii. 17, etc. and -no7pT on, 
both of which describe the position of the Dead Sea, and it 
is presumable that mbna» does so too. The name seems 
already to have puzzled the early Israelites (was not the 
‘Great Sea’ itself a sea of salt?); hence we find nbpn o 
three times (eg. Dt. iii. 17) in combination with the more 
intelligible phrase Tiny o. That mbn in the former 
expression does zo¢ mean ‘salt’ is plain from the parallel 
phrases mon (2 K. xiv. 7, etc.) and mbnm ry (Josh. 
xv. 62), That ‘nm is not the great marshy plain at the 
south end of the Dead Sea is plain; such ground can never 
have been chosen for a battlefield. In both phrases, and 
also in ‘om 0, md (like ond in omS-mn, and 9p _ in 
another place-name, v. 17)' is undoubtedly a popular trans- 
formation of Sxam. oO, too, is highly improbable as a 
paraphrase of poy. As probably elsewhere (e.g. Isa. xxi. 1, 
title, and Job iii. 8, where oy» comes from 5»), it has sprung 
from /p, ze. ja” (see on yy, x. 2), the short either for ‘orm 
or for ‘pw. The name was apparently given to a special 
district; hence ‘orm is added, which means the large 
Yerahme’elite region to which Yaman belongs.” 

Now as to the nw pny, for which @ gives here (ézt) 
Thy papayya THY addveny, and in vv. 8, 10, 7 Koidas 7) GduKN, 
z.e.risart'y. Theod., however (according to Jerome), gave rv 
adoov, 72. DNs, and @ may once have had the same 
reading (the Asherahs gave offence?). Renan, Wellh., and 
Winckl. point ov, ‘the demons’ But ow only occurs 
twice im Or (bs, cvi. 37, Dt. xxxii./17),, and both times it 


1 Winckler (G/ ii. 93, 108) retains ‘Salt Sea,’ and connects the 
phrase with the widespread Oriental myth of sweet and bitter waters 
(cp. Z. Bzb., ‘Marah’). But this can hardly be made to account for 
‘on 9 and ‘on wy, nor for the many names on the modern map of 
Palestine compounded with malih, malik, and the like. And why does 
Winckler, so fond of emending elsewhere, suddenly hold his hand here ? 

2 It will be observed that not only the so-called ‘Salt Sea’ but the 
‘bitumen pits’ (v. 10) disappear when the text is closely examined. 
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is probably an error for omwR (point Onwx), ze. either the 
local manifestations of the god Asshur?! (see Pp. 23 ) sors 
here, the Asshurites?(em. 2 5S. 1.9). ( Sihisgisuthemmose 
essential correction. Possibly, too, pny is miswritten for 
may (so perhaps in Josh. vii. 24, xiii. 18, xv. 8, Judg. vii. 1, 
Isa. xvii. 5, Ps. lx. 8). There was a Maacath (see on 2 S. 
x. 6) not far from one of the districts which bore a name 
closely akin to 7\Tr, viz. Ww3. Observe that in v. 17 (rev. 
text) mw poy is identified with ‘am pny, just as here 
ow ‘py is glossed by ‘am ym. 

In vv. 5 we have a nest of problems which have hitherto 
not been adequately solved. The problems have to do with 
a series of ethnics and place-names. First comes oO N5?. 
This people is said to dwell in ‘ Ashteroth-Karnaim ’—a 
name which does not occur again with the appended Kar- 
naim, but which is doubtless the Ashtaroth of Og, king of 
Bashan (Josh ix. 10, etc.), especially as we are told in Dt. 
iii. 13 that Bashan” and the connected region were called 
‘the land of Rephaim. As to the Rephaim, we have no 
good reason to suppose that they were a primitive race which 
became extinct at the Israelitish conquest. Most probably 
oonp 1 should be grouped with twop1~ and oya»n, at least so 
far as the first three letters are concerned (see on xli. 52). If 
so, it is really a modification of ovny, ‘ Arabians”? The 
chief city of the Rephaim is called Ashteroth-Karnaim, ze. 
apparently ‘Ashtaroth of the two horns, an enigmatical 
expression variously explained.* But o-np here, as well as 


1 In Hos. xii. 12 ow doubtless represents this same word onv'x, 
not ov. Again and again (see on xvi. 7) 1” represents wy. 

2 ¢ Bashan’ most probably comes from Abshan, z.e. Arab-Yishman, 
‘Yishmanite (Ishmaelite) Arabia.’ See on Ex. xxxi. 2, 6. 

3 May we identify these Rephaim with those of Shedl? Cp. 
Lagrange, Rel. sém. p. 273, ‘On considére comme une punition de 
n’étre pas couché avec les Rephaim ; ce sont donc les morts en quelque 
sorte privilégiés. . . . Ce n’est qu’avec le temps qu’on a donné le nom 
de mAanes & tous les morts.’ This view accords with Ezek. xxxi. 18, 
AM. 19/7, Ps. lexxix. 6 (rev. text), 21, exli. 3 (rev. text) Butwem, 
E. Bib., ‘Dead’ ; ‘ Rephaim.’ 

4 See Lagrange, of. cz’. p. 126; also Macalister, Fourth Report on 
Gezer, PEFQ, July 1903, p. 227, and ‘ Ashtaroth’ in Bible Dictionaries. 
On the reading of the MT. see Nestle, Marginalien, and G. F. Moore, 


JBL, 1898, pp. 155 7 
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in Am. vi. 13 (see Crit. Bib. ad loc.), is probably miswritten 
for yop, ze. Sxnr; cp. aypr. As for many, surely we 
should read mamwx. mtn occurs, though rarely, as equiva- 
lent to ars and ox, as the name of a N. Arabian region. 
The feminine ending is often favoured in place-names. 
‘Ashtereth (Ashtart) of Yerahme’el’ is closely parallel to 
‘ Arab-‘eshterah, disguised in Josh. xxi. 27 as Tonya) 
also to ‘ Ashtereth in Arab-Yerahme’el,’ disguised as ‘ Asht. 
ine Edrei~ in Dt. i. 4, Gee note): There were: probably 
several Ashtereths (Ashtarts). 

‘The Zuzim in Ham’! ow no doubt=o nm Ze. 
oSxvnun (see on Dt. ii. 20). A branch of the Ishmaelites 
is meant. on, like pom? in xvii. 5 (see note), and om in 
v. 32, I Chr. iv. 40, comes from some short popular form of 
Sxormp. Some MSS. of Sam. read on. Tg. Onk. and 
Jerus. read xnomi; Olshausen, noma.—‘The Emim in 
Shaveh Kiryathaim’! ox, as in Dt. ii. 10 f, represents 
om. Cp. on xxxvi. 24 (O07). OMMpP mY comes from 
DONINW WNwx, two rival readings combined. See on 
v. 17, Xxili. 2, and note in xxv. 2 mw from nr. Cor- 
ruptions of Ashhur, like those of Yerahme’el, soon became 
independent of their origin. 

In v. 6 “nm is hardly to be connected with the Eg. Haru 
(Hommel, Gunkel, Meyer; see on xxxvi. 20, and &. £2b., 
‘ Horite’), but comes most probably from “mtx; yw 
from wy= wr. ‘Asshur’ and Ashhur are equivalent 
names; they sometimes have a _ broader, sometimes a 
narrower reference, and are variously corrupted. Cp. on 
xXxxii. 4, xxxvi. 20, Dt. ii. 12 (the statement in this passage 
seems doubtful) ; and for Asshur, Ashhur, see on xvi. 7, 13 
xxv. 18, I Chr. ii. 24, iv. 5. The home of the Horites was 
yyw oni. Buhl and Gunkel consider ’w to be a gloss. 
But this is not enough. on must represent either oN (see 
Num. xxiii. 7)* or oty. The “72 of Sam., @., Pesh. is 


1-Cp, on Ex. xxxil 2. 

2 Cp. also jon (of Amalekite origin), Esth. ili. 1. 

3 nipin Dt. /.c., as usual, has come from op1=an7 (|| 098). Winckler 
and Meyer (p. 243) have noticed that o7p often has a limited geographical 
reference, but do not explain how this came about (see £. L7d., ‘ East, 
Sons of the’). 

16 
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conjectural.—}.NB by is hardly correct. Probably 51x 
comes from Sx or some similar form, and this from 
Syon; cp. on mnabdw~, Ex. xv. 27. On pana, see &. B2b., 
‘Paran, but note that >Np has probably the same origin as 
ODN (xli. 52), and so means the Arabian mountain-land. 
Thus we get ‘and the Horites in the mountains of Aram, as 
far as Yerahme’el-Paran (’Ebron).’ 

‘Then they turned, says the traditional text, ‘and 
came to En-mishpat; that is, Kadesh’ (v. 7). But En- 
mishpat, ‘fountain of judgment, is not more probable (in 
spite of the ingenious theorising of Meyer, p. 55) than Mé- 
meribah, ‘waters of controversy. The similarity of meaning 
between the two phrases is undeniable; it even led Tg. ps.- 
Jon. to substitute 720 0 here, as the better known name. 
The Targumist was also aware that ‘ Meribah’ and ‘Kadesh’ 
were designations of the same place (cp. Num. xx. I, 13), 
the full name of which (implying that there might be other 
Meribahs) was Meribath-Kadesh (Num. xxvii. 14). Still 
our experience with names like on moreh (xii. 6), elon 
me onenim (Judg. ix. 37), should inspire us with caution. 
As a thorough criticism shows, neither Meribah nor Mishpat 
can be right. The former (see on Num. xx. 13) comes 
from ON, cp. mO19, which is a distortion of Syorp (with 
fem. term.); the latter is a modification of npx (cp. on yA, 
1 K. xix. 16)... py should very possibly be ty. Thus we 
get, for ppwno pode, nox 1»-bx, ‘to the city of Sephath’ ; 
Sephath is a shortened form of nny (see &. &zd., ‘ Zare- 
phath’). But clearly Sephath and Merimah are not the 
same place ; we may therefore suspect something wrong with 
wap xi, which is suitable for Merimah, but hardly for 
Sephath, at least if wap is here a place-name. 

But was wip really intended as a place-name? Is it not 
rather a corruptly written form of a longer regional name? 
May it not have the same origin as that which we shall 
have to assign to Tw) (xxii. 22), or rather 7~w>, which has 
come from D1WM, Zé. DIN Ine (see on xi. 28). Perhaps, 
indeed, we should do well, here at any rate, to notice x17 
ov wr as the original form of the gloss. The gloss was most 


1 [nitial > as in onswp, Gen. xlix. 14, Judg. v. 16; maw», Josh. xi. 8, 
xill. 6 (see Crit. Bzb., and cp. £. Bzb., col. 2650, note 5). 
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probably misplaced ; we shall see presently where it has most 
claim to be. Thus, I do not here decide the important 
question whether or no wtp, wherever it occurs, is an early 
corruption of own, ze. own (= Ashhur-Aram). It is worth 
noticing, however, that y21a (MT. ‘ Barnea’), which is some- 
times appended to wip, is really a corruption either of 
wv (cp. above on ND) or of yoo, Ze. Sore, and that ops, 
which is given in Tg. Onk. and Jon. for wip, is a well 
attested form of arm = 5xor; also that in xvi. 1 4 ‘ Kadesh’ 
is mentioned with ‘ Bered, a name which may perhaps come 
from ‘Bedad, ze. ‘ Arab-Dad’ or ‘Arab-Dedan, again a 
district name. .See, further, on. Ex: xvii. 7,)Ntm> xx: 13% 
also (for ‘Kadesh-Barnea’) on Num. xiii. 26 (‘to the wilder- 
ness of Paran, to Kadesh’). 

The ‘ Amalekites’ and the ‘Amorites’ are closely akin. 
At any rate pony, like [o\Joxdn (2 S. xi. 1), is a corruption 
of Sxom, and “px probably comes by metathesis from 
son (see on x. 16). Different branches of the same great 
people are meant. The Amorites (or Arammites) dwelt, we 
are told, in 7on yxxm. In 2 Chr. xx. 2 this place is plausibly 
identified with ‘ En-gedi’ (see &. 5zd., s.v.), which, indeed, the 
Targums substitute for the text-reading! The view, how- 
ever, is not without serious difficulty. It implies that 1on 
here means ‘palm-tree. This is no doubt the general 
opinion. But no one has succeeded in so explaining ‘yn as 
to suit on,” and elsewhere (see on xxxviii. 6) we have found 
that both as a place-name and as a personal name 49n is 
probably due to a popular metathesis of mo, ze. D7 (O71N) 
with the feminine ending, also (in Dt. xxxiv. 3, Judg. i. 16, 
iii. 13, 2 Chr. xxviii. 15) that onon[T] wy originally was 
mnan ny.’ 

But we have still to find out the secret of jxxm. We 


1 Whether “py is the original form may be doubted. ~zjy might 
be thought of ; the Gadites seem originally to have been settled in the 
south. Winckler (KAZ, p. 225) takes ‘nn as=73 'y, z.e. Paneas, but 
see on ‘ Baal-gad,’ Josh. xi. 17. Or we might perhaps correct 713 39. 

2 Delitzsch unplausibly sees in ‘n a reference to an artificial mode of 
fertilising the female date-palms. The versions make no attempt at 
translation. 

3 Probably the on (np) of 1 K. ix. 18, Ezek. xlvii. 19, xlviii. 28 is 


meant. 
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expect the name of a district, and the duplication of x& 
justifies us in assuming that it is a compound name. jy is 
not a difficult word. It is a well-known N. Arabian name, 
and comes, through jy¥ or jr, from wary, ze. Syow (see on 
xxxvi. 20, Num. xiii. 21). The initial letters ym must re- 
present 437, 2.2. 17x (see on Josh. xi. 1,1 K. ix. 15). We 
can now see where, most probably, the gloss own Nw 
belongs. It is a perfectly correct note on 79n ‘zn, which is 
not a place, but a district, and equivalent to o7wn. 

Verse 8 was evidently expanded by the redactor, who 
also appears to have inserted v. 9, except the closing 
words, which have grown out of an earlier gloss, and will 
reward a thorough criticism. The traditional text gives T7yIN 
Twart-mx 050, ‘four kings with the five. But surely the 
traditional context requires, ‘five kings with the four’ 
There is so much corruption in this narrative (see the 
very next verse) that we cannot help criticising the text of 
the gloss in the light of previous experience. We know 
(see on v. 17, xxiii. 2) that yanx often comes from ayy and 
that 75m may represent Syn. We may conclude that 
ows myanw has arisen, under the hand of the redactor, 
out of ‘om ay[a], ‘(in) Arabia of Yerahme’el, a suitable 
gloss on ow poy (OIwM novo). For the addition of 
mwonit-nws the redactor is responsible. It will be remem- 
bered that in v. 3 there is another gloss on ow poy 
which is nearly equivalent to the present one. 

The gloss ‘in Arabia of Yerahme’el’ most probably 
occurs again in v.10. And amusing indeed is the disguise 
which ‘orm aya has this time assumed, viz. mina [/w7 pov] 
sam mini ‘[and the plain (or vale) of Siddim] was pits, pits 
of bitumen.’ How can any supposed grammatical parallel 
justify such a strange reading? If the plain of ‘Siddim’ 
were full of pits of bitumen, what general in his right mind 
would draw up his army there? It is clearly a very slight 
palliation to omit one mini as a dittograph (cp. Judg. 
v. 220), and simply arbitrary to omit 1m ’n as a gloss, 
implying the ‘later theory’ that the scene of the events was 
the Dead Sea (Winckler). Beyond doubt, there is textual 
corruption, and the clue to its origin is furnished by on, 
which, like OM in xxxiil. 19, etc, Judg. xv. 16, comes 
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from omy (Yarham = Yerahme’el). If so, mana has plainly 
come from Wy (y and x, 1 and nm confounded.). Thus we 
get ‘orm ava, which should join on to own nay in v. 8; 
in short, the gloss has been given twice over. ‘m7 poy) 
(v. 10), or rather nnwm ‘np, resumes after the interruption in 
v. 9.—Afterwards read mony 5m) (Sam., @, Pesh.), per- 
haps a later insertion.—After Mow insert perhaps orn, and 
in v. II omit perhaps ny. 

The way in which Abram is reintroduced is certainly 
strange, but not stranger than the name Abram itself,’ which 
marks him out as a kinsman of the defeated chieftains, not 
to say of the kings on both sides (see on v. 3). By the 
novel appendage “lyn, which Sievers on supposed metrical 
grounds omits, he is represented as a nomad who has 
migrated into a land with a settled population, and who has 
himself taken a step forward in civilisation. According to 
Zimmern and Winckler, ‘Hebrews’ are mentioned in the 
Amarna letters as Habiri. Not that the Habiri, whose 
incursions are dreaded by the Canaanite princes of the time, 
are the tribes which afterwards appear as Israelites; but 
they are at least predecessors, and of the same race as 
israel’ (cp. the Goths and the Franks). The term, as 
Winckler points out, indicates a distinction not only of 
race, but of culture.” Whether this identification can be 
sustained or not is still doubtful,? but the analogy between 
the Habirc and the ‘/briyytm can hardly be denied. The 
origin of the former is obscure, whereas .y appears to be a 
race-name produced by metathesis (see on ny, x. 21) from 
sayy (Arabian), but in later times not recognised as such, 
and specially applied in the way mentioned above. 

Assuming that the reader does not know it already, the 
narrator now states where ‘Abram the Hebrew’ dwelt. It 
was ‘by the sacred tree(s) of Mamre’ (xiii. 18), and to 
‘Mamre’ is added the qualification ‘the Amorite’ (or 
‘ Arammite’), which must be taken in connexion with v. 7, 


1 Abram, as we have seen (on xi. 26), means ‘Arabia of Aram’ 
(= Yerahme’el). 

2 See Winckler, G/, 1. 16; Kohut Memorial Volume, p. 609; 
KAT®), p. 198; Abraham als Babylonier, p. 34. 

3 See Stade, Akad. Reden (1899), pp. 120 7. 
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where ‘the Amorites’ (or ‘Arammites’) are spoken of as 
having suffered in the recent raid. A further appendage 
mentions two persons of whom Mamre was the ‘brother, 
and adds (as is commonly supposed) that they were the 
‘confederates, or perhaps ‘patrons, ! of Abram. In v. 24 
these three are mentioned again as ‘the men who went with 
me’ (cp. on v. 14). We must, zt would seem, suppose that 
both Mamre and Eshkol, together with the otherwise un- 
known Aner, are ‘heroes eponymi, the names being drawn 
from places. But what a series of difficulties the common 
view presents! First, the ‘heroes eponymi’ here and here 
only. Next, the inconsistency between v. 14 and v. 24 as 
to those who constituted Abram’s warlike force. Next, the 
strange repetition of Mx in v.13. Andi lastly, the difficult 
phrase ‘ax mn ~Syn in v. 13. The textual difficulties must 
be treated first. (a) There is a similar and equally strange 
repetition of a word indicating relationship in xi. 29, and 
both passages have to be explained on the same principle. 
That is, just as “IN in that passage represents 1qy, so ‘Mx 
(see on x. 21) in our passage represents TT. We can 
now give Mamre, Eshkol, and Aner their proper significance 
as place-names. Ashhur-eshkol and Ashhur-aner are alterna- 
tive geographical glosses on Mamre. Winckler’s theory 
that the three names are derived from the cultus of Baal- 
berith at Shechem is forced. (4) Dogmatism on textual 
criticism is justified when an extensive experience of corrupt 
passages lies behind it. Let me, then, point out that it is 
next door to certain that ouaN mya has come from np 
ony,” by which phrase is meant the city called in xxiii. 2 
yxix mp, or rather ayy 'p (see note), which is equivalent, as 
the same passage states, to Hebron. 

Thus the closing words of v. 13 are a comparatively late 
gloss (presupposing the conversion of Mamre, Eshkol, and 
Aner into individuals), which states that the three persons 
spoken of were ‘lords’ or ‘citizens’ of the city near which 
Abram dwelt. sn, as we have seen (on xiii. 18), probably 
comes from jox7, one of the forms of 5Syprm. So also, 

1 So Kraetzschmar, Bundesvorstellung, p. 24. 


2 I need not here consider whether nap may not have come from 


mam or rather minws. 
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probably, does yay in the gloss which follows (Sam. actually 
has onay), 8 having given place to y.! Sows», which Hommel 
(Gr. pp. 101, 184) explains as ‘ Fire is the protective god,’ 
most probably comes from 75n wy, ze. ‘Asshur-Yerah- 
me’el.”? Cp. on Num. xiii. 23, and note that in Ezra viii. 18 
Sowx is the name which underlies the mysterious Sw wr 
(A.V. ‘a man of understanding, but R.V. mg. ‘ Ish-sechel’). 

And now Abram’s prompt action (v. 14). We expect 
a plain prose description, but instead we get the combination 
of obscurities—ypom-nx pm, ‘he emptied (or unsheathed) 
his initiated ones” Sam.’s pt, ‘he looked closely at, and 
Winckler’s pa (from an unknown verb mpt= Ass. adzku),* 
‘he set in motion, are neither of them satisfactory. @’s 
nplOunoe is a mere paraphrase of pt. The easiest and 
most suitable correction is NIPY. YIM (a7. Ney.) is equally 
suspicious. ‘Initiated’ into what?* Into warlike exercises? 
Into habits of obedience? Into the rites of the family 
cultus (Holz.)? Nor can one feel sure about ya 1, 
apparently a gloss on ypIN. §=In xvii. 12, 23, Num. xiii. 22 
(Josh. xv. 14), 2 S. xxi. 16, 18, Jer. ii. 14, 7S has probably 
come from 5™»=5xnr (see on Ex. xii. 42); cp. also on 
oon, xxxiii. 14. oma wm in xvii. 23 (see note) repre- 
sents ‘T7 mn, and ’n here appears to have the same origin. 
And now, what as to ~>2m? = =Must it not have come from 
mpi (Dt. ii. 10, etc.), to which Sxem> ma was originally 
appended as a gloss, just as in Josh. xv. 14, as a gloss on 
‘the three sons of Anak, we find paym ~r, ze. pavt Sear. 
The ‘Anakim’ were, in fact, at once Yerahme’elites and 
Arabians. It was fitting, therefore, that they should be re- 
peatedly described as Yerahme’elites” and their chief city as 
Kiryath- (or Ashhoreth-) ‘arab. Abram’s first step, therefore, 
was to summon the Anakim who dwelt in the neighbouring 
city to accompany him against the foe. 


1 In 1 Chr. vi. 55 73» stands, as a place-name, beside oyba (an ex- 
pansion of y>2; see on v. 2). For less probable views see #. B7d., 
Aner 

2 yx for was ow for >xypw, etc. Cp. mwx from 7 ’yx (11 = 777). 

3 AOF i. 102, note 2; so Gunkel. 

4 Winckler actually sees a play upon 733m and 73n (AOF xxi. 407). 

5 b> Seon. In chap. xxiii. (P) the Hebronites are designated °33 
nn. But there is no real inconsistency (see notes). 
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The number of the warriors amounted in all to exactly 
318. It is surely too large to refer to home-born slaves ; it 
is also too small to be that of a force brought against a 
successful army of invaders Hitzig found an explanation 
of it in Gematria (the value in cypher of sin), Winckler 
(GJ ii. 26 f.) in astronomy (318, the number of the days during 
which the moon is visible).2 Experience of textual corrup- 
tions, however, suggests a better explanation. Often and 
often numerals have sprung up out of corruptions of ethnics 
(see On xxiii. 2); Such appears: to be’ the case here 
Underneath myo wh cwy nw, in accordance with 
parallels, we have to read [oN Sxvow] TW Sxvow. 
Evidently it is a twofold gloss, and most probably it refers 
to pot (see on v. 15); ze. it is misplaced. 

For a closely parallel case, one may perhaps venture to 
refer to the famous passage about the ‘number of the beast’ 
(Rev. xiii. 18). Here, too, the right key seems to have been 
missed. We are told, indeed, that ‘the number of the beast’ 
is ‘the number of a man. This, however, is doubtless due 
to misunderstanding. Almost certainly the original text 
had wax, and this (as frequently in O.T.) came from Sxyow.? 
The truth seems to be that dpwOuos yap avOpwrov éotiv is a 
gloss on tov dp. tod Onpiov. The number itself (666) 
supplants ‘ow. 7wr, ‘ Asshur-Ishmael,’ the fuller name (as 
we have seen) of the region commonly called Sxamy or 
Sxvpw.* That the later transmitters of the traditional 
“number’ understood the statement, is, of course, not to be 
supposed. 

And what success had the Hebrew general? Two 


1 Jeremias (4 7'AO, p. 215) finds ‘no cause for doubt,’ and thinks 
‘the forces on both sides will not have been enormous.’ But the king 
of Elam was surely much mightier than any ‘ Hebrew.’ 

2 Gunkel and Baentsch incline to follow Winckler, but the former 
remarks that there are no other possible traces of a moon-myth in the 
chapter. Konig rejects Winckler’s view, but speaks a word for the 
Gematria theory, which, however, is not confirmed by Biblical evidence 
elsewhere. See his Jz Kampfe um das A.T. iv. 47 f- 

3 Proved, I hope, for the wuveroé, by xxi. 17, pétpov avOparov, 6 
exriy dyyédov, Z.€. xonY sia, _wNI8 comes from ‘oe’ through jwow (cp. pynw). 
For qb ='pnv, see on xvi. 7. 

4 é£axdov0L = MND vy = (‘n) Oxypw swe; éjkovta L=vw vvw ='nw 
wx, an inverse dittograph 
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variants refer to this subject. First, ‘he pursued (them) as 
far as Dan’ (v. 14), and next, ‘he pursued them as far as 
Hobah, which is on the left of pwot’ (v. 15). In Am. Tab. 
139, 63, Damascus is described as ‘in the land of Ubi’! 
We have seen, however, that the scene of our story is in the 
N. Arabian border-land. Probably, therefore, 7am should 
be 7am ; and since the narrative in Judg. xviii. also relates 
to this region, it is in point to mention that, according to 
vv. 28 7, Dan and Beth-rehob were not far apart. May not 
mn be the same as DT-M1? pwor here, as often (cp. on 
Xv. 2, and on wn, x. 2), should be traced back to Jw. or 
mwor, ze. Ite On. Perhaps the reader should here be 
warned that names which have the same origin are not 
thereby shown to belong to the same place. ow», for 
instance, has the same origin as pwou, but the two names do 
not zecessarily denote the same place (see on wip, v. 7). 
Ramshak or Ramshah was evidently an important place and 
region near the border of the territory in N. Arabia claimed 
by the Israelites (cp. Crzt. Bzb..on 1 K. xi. 24); it belonged 
to the king of the southern Aram. Until we see this the 
much-disputed passage 1 K. xix. 15 is a hopeless riddle 
Gee Crzt. Bz0,). 

We are also told—but how can I possibly render 
m5 army porm? How can ‘he divided himself against 
them’ be right? A manceuvre like that of Gideon would 
have been otherwise described (see Judg. vii. 16). Winckler 
formerly (he now gives a new mythological theory) proposed 
to point porn, explaining the verb as a denom. from 
Ass. hulluku, ‘fugitive. But surely the word is corrupt 
(Gunkel), and we must read ond», ‘and he attacked (them), 
ytay should probably be orymyim, ‘and the Arabians, ze. 
the men of Kiryath-arbim (v. 13 0). Of course, the state- 
ment as to the pursuit of the foe is in its right place in 
vy. 15, not in v. 14. 

In v. 17 we note the same redactionai insertion about 
‘the kings’ as in v. 5. The scene of the meeting of Abram 
and the king of ‘Sodom’ (see on v. 2) is called in the text 
mw poy, for which Hommel (AA7, p. 151, note 1) and 
Winckler (GJ ii. 28) would read mmw pny (?), explaining by 

1 See E. B26., ‘ Hobah.’ 
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Ass. sharru= Heb. melek. Thus the gloss, soon iyi 4s 
apparently accounted for. But with mw in v. 5 before us, 
which certainly comes from 17x, and with so many other 
mutilated and corrupt names in this narrative, we may 
prefer to read 71x nd» (cp. on poy, v. 3). This seems 
to be identified in a gloss with Maakath-Yerahme’el (cp. on 
‘the king’s vale,’ 2 S. xviii. 18). Most critics think that the 
mention of ‘the vale of Shaveh, that is, the king’s vale’ in 
v. 17 prepares the way for the meeting of the two high 
powers in v. 18. But is ‘Salem’ the short for ‘ Jerusalem,’ 
and was there a 75a poy near that city? See the next 
note, and Cvzt. Bzb. on 2 S. xviii. 18. 

We are now coming to even greater problems. As the 
passage, vv. 18-20, stands, it looks at first sight very much 
like a later insertion.. And yet the form of Abram’s oath 
in v. 22 clearly presupposes the declaration (by whomsoever 
made) in vv. 19 7, to say nothing of the point of contact 
which has been found between the close of v. 17 and the 
beginning of v. 18. We are therefore specially entitled to 
apply criticism to the text. 

There is, of course, no doubt at all that some one is 
referred to in vv. 18-20 who was a priest of El“elyon (if 
this reading is correct), but who was he? He was not a 
king of any of the three Salems (Shalems) which have been 
suggested north of Jerusalem, for none of them had a special 
reputation for sanctity. Jerusalem, however, would do 
excellently for the city of this great priest, and in post-exilic 
times it would be important to find such an early attestation 
of its sacredness. But why should ‘Jerusalem’ be called 
here ‘Salem’? the form Urusalim (=Jerusalem) goes back 
as far as to the Amarna tablets ; and though another Biblical 
passage (Ps. Ixxvi. 3) is usually quoted in behalf of Salem 
as = Jerusalem, the presence of textual corruption in that 
passage (admittedly a late one) can hardly be denied. 
Winckler therefore has a claim to be heard (1902) when he 
proposes” to take nSw 75n as a variant for piz-250, ndw 


1 Whence the sudden appearance of Melchizedek? and out of what 
does Abram give tithes? Cp. Oxf Hex. ii. 21. 

2 KAT,” p. 224. In AOF, Lc, however, he makes Shalem the 
earlier name of Shechem. 
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being (as he holds) a divine name synonymous with pry. 
But his presuppositions on the formation of names are 
incorrect, and the old Babylonian name Sa-lim-ahu, which 
he adduces, has most probably come from Ishmael-Ashhur. 
By a curious coincidence this very same compound name 
underlies one of the chief corrupt phrases in v. 18. The 
reader will see what is meant presently. Just now the 
point to emphasise is that the two elements in nd 75n are 
synonymous, ’O representing Ssonm (see on v. 17, end) and 
odw being a popular distortion of Sxypw (see on xxiii. 18, 
and on ow, Josh. xix. 47). Ab-shalom is precisely analogous; 
see 2 S. xvii. 26, where oySwany comes from Sxyow rv 

And now as to Malki-sedek. How strange this sudden 
introduction of this priestly visitor is! We have seen that 
he was not ‘king of Salem,’ but was he really named Malki- 
sedek? The name is a very possible one; y5mptx occurs 
on a Pheenician coin (Cooke, p. 349), and we have 
pis-7te in Josh. x. 1, 3.2. What it would mean is a matter 
for discussion. The explanation ‘the king (or, my king) is 
righteousness’ is less in favour now than one suggested by 
the discovery of many hitherto unknown deities, among 
whom we may very possibly include Sedek.* The true 
meaning of Malki-sedek would thus be (so it is held) ‘ Sidk 
is king’ or ‘Sidk is Milk.” This, however, seems to be a 
mistake. The Phoenician name Sidki-milk is probably 
a N. Arabian name carried northwards by immigrants. px 
is an old clan-name,* and +5», as so often, represents 
“VYerahme’el.’ 

So much as to the meaning of Malki-sedek, if the name 
is genuine. But zs it genuine, either here or in Ps. cx. 40 

1 It is true the personal name o>wax also comes ultimately from 
‘pe’ ay. But the point here is that just as ‘vax in 2 S. Zc. seems to be 
a personal name, but is not, and really designates an Ishmaelite region, 
so ‘s25D in Genesis is not really a personal name, but designates a 
Yerahme’elite and Asshurite region. 

2 See Crit. Bib., ad loc., and also on Judg. i. 5; the form Adoni- 
bezek in Joshua is not impossible. Neither bezek nor sedek need be a 


divine name. Sedek, at any rate, became a widely spread clan-name. 
See &. B7z0., ‘Zadok,’ ‘ Zedekiah.’ 


3 Note ovdv« in the Pheenician cosmogony (Philo Bybl.), and see 
Zimmern, KATZ), pp. 473 7.3 cp. also on js, x. 15. 


4 See Cri¢. Bib. on 2 S, vii. 17. 
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(see H#. Bzb., ‘Melchizedek’), the only other O.T. passage in 
which the name is given in the traditional text? The 
question is a difficult one.. But Gen. xiv. contains so many 
glosses that we could not be surprised if this name were one, 
and it certainly appears as if, to obtain an intelligible view 
of the meaning of the episode in wv. 17 f#, we cannot help 
assuming v. I8a@ to be a collection of glosses. Hence 
pPiy- sb) probably represents either ptx Son Nw, or—if 
we consider pty to be quite out of place—pny bs eC 
where pry? may be taken as a popular distortion! of amr. 
This will be a second gloss on iw poy in v. 17, parallel to 
~5nr pov. It should be added nee ody Jn, ze. “om 'a> 
(see ee is probably a twofold gloss on pty (ze. PM) ; 
also that Sievers, too, holds ‘ Malki-sedek’ to be intrusive, 
but supposes that a glossator, out of his own head, devised 
this as a name for the ‘king of Salem’ (Metr. Stud. p. 273). 

Having mentioned Sievers, it is natural to remark here 
that he omits not only ‘ Malki-sedek, but also the statement 
that ‘he was a priest of El-‘elyon’ (as a gloss), with the 
result that the offering of tithes is made by the king of 
Salem to Abram, not by Abram to the priest-king of Salem. 
He also inserts the words (in v. 20, end), ‘and Abram said 
to him,’ the true sequel of which is to be found in vv. 22 f, 
while v. 24 is the sober, prosaic answer of Abram to the 
equally sober, prosaic offer of the king of Sodom, contained 
in v. 21. But surely the omission of 2) yD NIT as a gloss 
is unreasonable ; the very solemn benediction in vv. 19 f. 
required some such explanation as the priestly character of 
the speaker supplies. Nor is the idea that a Canaanitish 
king gave ‘tithes of all’ to Abram, thus acknowledging his 
political supremacy, at all plausible. Sievers’ fresh investi- 
gation, however, brings into clearer light the difficulties and 
improbabilities of the traditional text. 

The highly improbable words p> ond swim (for which 
Dt. xxiii. 4 gives no parallel) are retained by Sievers, and 
explained by Jeremias? as indicating a sacred meal. No 


1 See on pny’, xvii. 17; and note the use of the equivalent form 
pn’ for Ashhur in Am. ix. 16 (|| ‘Israel, z.e. probably the territory of 
Israel in the southern border-land). 

2 Babylonisches im N.T. p. 77. 
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good reason can be offered either from a metrical or from an 
archeological point of view. I venture to think that those 
who have read the O.T. with our present presuppositions 
must at once see, at any rate, how »» am) is best accounted 
for. They seem to represent an early gloss. For we cannot 
deny that ond may be = Sxon (cp. on mn, v. 3), and 
jy may be=jpyor jm. Geel on p>, xlix. 12; pt, Hab, ii. 5). 
This thoroughly suits the context. The scribe evidently 
took xi to be the short for ww. The sense of vv. 17 
now becomes clear (omitting the glosses, and reserving 
El-‘elyon),—‘ And the king of Hasram went out to meet 
him, after his return from defeating Birdad-armal, to 
Maakath-Ashhur ; now he was a priest of El-elyon. The 
parallel of Vithro, another priest and prince of N. Arabia, 
will occur to every one. That the letters of Abd-hiba, 
prince of Urusalim (under Amenhotep IV. of Egypt), are 
in any way illustrative of Malki-sedek does not appear to 
have been made out. Nor does Urusalim mean ‘city of 
(the god) Salim,’ but ‘city of Ishmael.’ ? 

The exact meaning of El-‘elyon remains to be decided. 
That this divine name was specially common among the 
Jews in post-exilic times, is admitted.? In the context of 
our passage (vv. Ig f, 22) it is said to have been used both 
by the great ancestor of Israel and by a neighbouring king 
presumably of another race. In Num. xxiv. 16 it is put 
into the mouth of a great non-Israelitish diviner called 
Bil‘am. The question arises whether it may not originally 
have been a non-Israelitish name of God. This view is 
confirmed by the fact that Philo of Byblus attests "EXody as 
a Pheenician name for God,’ and also fits in with results at 
which we have arrived as to the type of religion prevalent 
among the N. Arabian kinsmen of the Israelites, and adopted 
from them with modifications by the Israelites. At the 
same time, it is very possible that pop was not the original 


1 That ‘Ishmael’ took many forms, is certain. See, however, 
A. Jeremias, 4 7AO, p. 217. 

2 See further Kautzsch, &. 82d., ‘Names,’ § 118; Charles, Ezoch, 
p. 284; Cheyne, Origin of Psalter, pp. 26 f, 51, 83 f, 314. 

3 Fragm. Historicorum Grecorum, iii. 567 (EXvotvy Kadovpevos 
"Yo ros. 
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form of the name in our passage. (1) The parallel divine 
names compounded with 5x in the Pentateuch, such as 
pow 5x, TD x, om Sx, yw bx, when critically 
examined, all turn out (see notes) to be names connecting 
God with the N. Arabian people. And (2) in two passages 
in the Psalter which appear to contain ;r$y as a divine name, 
the reading is incorrect,’ and should be od (Ps. vii. 18, 
ix. 3). It seems not improbable, therefore, that, whether 
through the intermediate form adr or not, by, as a name 
of God, at any rate in our passage, has come from some 
form of bxam or Sxvnw. Parallels may be found in nop 
(Chr. pov) in xxxvi. 23, and the very singular ~yyy~>x 
(1 Chr. iii. 23, etc.) or -»w5x (1 Chr. viii. 20), which (see 
the occurrences, /. £26.) evidently represent some N. Arabian 
ethnic name. The chief divine name in N. Arabia was (to 
judge from the O.T.) Yerahmeel or Ishmael, and the race 
of his worshippers took his name for their own. That he 
was honoured as the maker of heaven and earth, we have 
seen already (see on chap. i.). The gloss ‘Yahweh’ in v. 22 
is not incorrect, for ‘Yahweh’ grew out of ‘ Yerahme’el’ in 
the manner and in the sense already described. 

It is impossible to solve with absolute certitude the 
riddle of the words 59m 7wyn 15 ym. The easiest supposi- 
tion is that the troublesome little clause is a late gloss 
inserted by some one who took odw to mean Jerusalem, and 
wished to honour the holy city, but did not see what 
exegetical difficulties he was creating.2. Unfortunately con- 
jectures like these generally have to give way to more 
solidly based theories, and this may be the case _ here. 
Considering that in vv. 22, 23, there are probably two 
glosses on the divine name El-‘ely6n, one Tm, the other (an 
earlier one) Ashhur-Yerahme’el (see below), we naturally 


1 See Cheyne, Ps.” i. 22, Briggs’s treatment (1906) of the two 
psalm-passages ignores the difficulties; consequently he makes no 
attempt to recover the true text. 

2 See Dillmann’s note. Sievers (Aetr. St. p. 273), who has 
already expunged the name Melchizedek, and bidden us be content with 
a nameless secular king of Shalem, makes ‘Abram’ the subject of the 
verb ‘he gave.’ Erbt (Die Hebr. p. 66) only changes the name of 
Melchizedek’s residence. But he also makes the priest of El-‘elydn give 
the tenth of all (of all what?) to Abram. 
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expect to find at any rate one gloss on the same name on 
this its first appearance. To the question, Who is El-‘ely6n ? 
—the words ‘\x) jm may be expected to give an answer. 
What answer? A twofold one. 559 ry represents Nn 
Syorm, ze. Asshur-Yerahme’el—one of the fuller names of 
the N. Arabian God; 599 represents Sear, precisely as do 
q5m and 40, also Sy (1 S. xviii. 20) and qwon (xvi. 7). 
There remains 9 5 jm. It is possible (and here probable) 
that this was produced by the redactor out of Sxam si; 
a5, ze. Syn, comes from 5xn or Sev (fragments of ‘am, 
‘ow; cp. on Syn, Dt. i. 1, and on Syomy, Dt. ii. 34, Isa. 
xxx. 28). The prefixed }, as often, represents xv, ‘ that is.’ 
Thus we get the gloss, ‘that is, Ithmael (Ishmael) ; Asshur- 
Yerahme’el. Ishmael and Yerahmeel (= Asshur-Yerahmeel) 
are, in fact, both names of the great compound N. Arabian 
deity. 

On v. 22, Gunkel remarks that Abram intentionally 
repeats ‘El-elyon, possessor (?) of heaven and earth, that 
it may be clear that he and Malki-sedek have the same 
God. It would be more accurate to say that Abram wishes 
to profess solemnly his recognition of the God of Hashram 
(Sodom) as his own God. Such was doubtless the view 
originally presupposed in these narratives (see on chap. i.). 
But for the purpose of such a profession it is enough that 
Abram, in framing his oath, makes mention of El-‘elyon 
(= El]-Yerahme’el ; see above); prxi ow TIP is probably 
(as Sievers takes it) an interpolation from v. 19. Certainly 
mim is intrusive (as Gunkel and Sievers also see); why 
should Abram insist on a minor point of difference between 
himself and the king? For a minor difference it would 
certainly be in those early times. One writes thus from the 
point of view of later religion. When the narrative arose, 
m7 was really only an expansion of Sxor—not the mm 
of the greater prophets or of the later redactors. Note that 
@ and Pesh. do not recognise m7; Sam. has owdn7. 

But nothing anywhere can beat the singularity of the 
corruption in v. 23, ‘from a thread even to a sandal-thong.’ 
What a bathos! Another almost equally impossible phrase 
occurs in Am. ii. 6, ‘because they sold ... the poor for a 
pair of shoes’ (ox%Sy2). Shall we ask Winckler for an 
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‘Oriental’ explanation? He is quite ready, and will also 
show us how 95x (v. 24) can mean ‘have stolen’ Or shall 
we apply a keener criticism, and recognise that Ty) 17D ON 
should be Sy NvMN-DN, ‘surely I will not sin against thee.’ 
The meaning is that if Abram had accepted the offer of the 
property of ‘Sodom, and so left the inhabitants of the city 
impoverished, it would be a sin against them and their king 
which Abram refuses to commit. Sy can also be 
accounted for. It is a misplaced gloss on yoy Sx, ae. it 
represents the fuller name of the N. Arabian God, like the 
parallel gloss at the end of v. 20. yw is a corruption of 
TMON 5 cp- pnw, Jude. xvi. 4, and, see on 730, xv/ 1: 
Similarly, Sy, like ovSy2 in the Amos parallel quoted above, 
comes from 2NdO7T. 

In v. 24 it is impossible to tolerate ty5n, the only 
legitimate meaning of which is ‘without me, or ‘apart from me,’ 
As in the parallel case of xli. 16, it comes from some corrupt 
form of Syarm, probably Syap. ‘Yerahme’el’ was, of course, 
a gloss on some preceding difficult word, perhaps on y>>y.— 
That ‘ Aner, Eshkol, and Mamre’ is an incorrect gloss (from 
v. 13) is pointed out by Winckler and Sievers. Cp. on 
Tike 

Looking back on this narrative in its corrected form we 
are still struck by its singularity. We have not, indeed, to 
trouble ourselves about supposed points of contact with 
Babylonian history, but we should like greater clearness than 
seems to be attainable respecting the two branches of the 
Yerahme’elite race between which hostilities are said to have 
broken out. That Abram should have joined the fray 
would not be strange, but for the ideality with which the 
other traditions of this patriarch are suffused. For how 
could he, as a Yerahme’elite, though of another clan, have 
kept aloof altogether? What reason had he to fear, being 
under the divine protection? We know already that 
Hebrew narrators of the type of J and E did not mind 
sometimes leaving archaic elements which they could not 
venture to excise or to transform. This seems to be the 
case here. The narrator wished to glorify Abram and his 
God; he also wished to emphasise the essential religious 
unity between Abram and the Yerahme’elite kinsmen whom 
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he befriended (cp. pp. 367). His material he derived 
from tradition ; the setting of it is all his own. That later 
editors were not completely satisfied with his work, is not 
surprising. And, of course, errors of the scribes, as well as a 
growing haziness respecting the early races, contributed to 
the sad results which have caused so much perplexity (note 
e.g. the number 318 in v. 14) to modern critics. 


DIVINE ENCOURAGEMENT TO ABRAM (GEN. xv.) 


Two connected theophanies with promises attached, the 
one of present deliverance, the other of future possession 
of the land which Abram is entering (cp. xii. 7). Re- 
ligiously viewed, the narrative shows less naiveté than those 
in which God shows himself in a bodily form. From a 
literary point of view, it is obscure, and suffers from some 
striking inconsistencies. To these we must now direct our 
attention. The events of the first part (for the principal 
transition is from v. 6 to v. 7) are supposed to take place 
by night; those of the second, at first by day, and after- 
wards by night. And yet there is no notice of the dawning 
of asecond day. The two parts also appear to have no inner 
connexion ; v, 6, as the narrative stands, is psychologically 
improbable. From the same point of view the afflicting 
statement of the long servitude of the Israelites (v. 13) is 
incomprehensible ; would it not have robbed the concluding 
promise of much of its value? One may add that the 
second part is greatly deficient in consecutiveness. Next, 
as to the colouring of the narrative. The introduction, as 
the text stands, is singularly pale. There is nothing at all 
concrete about the opening theophany, nor is it mentioned 


17 
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where it took place. Moreover, those who interpret the 
phrase xehar Misr[a]iém * in v. 18 as meaning the Nile must be 
struck by the unusual south-west boundary given to Canaan. 
Then as to the forms of representation. The description of 
Abram as the recipient of a prophetic revelation, the pro- 
found conception of faith in v. 6, and the reference to a 
covenant or guarantee (erith) of Yahweh, are not in accord- 
ance with the earlier tradition.2 The difficulties of the name 
‘Eliezer-Damascus’*® and of the four hundred years of 
bondage are also severe trials to the interpreter. 

Altogether, criticism has seldom had a harder task than 
to account for the origin and growth of this strange narrative. 
Like his predecessors, the present writer has in former days 
confronted this problem. But one important preliminary 
both he and his colleagues had pardonably neglected, viz. 
that keener criticism which depends on the study of re- 
current types of corruption, and which is restrained from 
undue subjectivity by the N. Arabian theory rendered 
possible by Winckler. This omission the writer now desires 
to repair. 

The result to which his textual researches point is that 
the narrative, even in its original form, is comparatively late. 
The primitive elements which undoubtedly exist cannot 
neutralise those which are quite as clearly non-primitive. 
The current literary analysis,* in spite of its imperfectly 
critical textual basis, sufficiently justifies us in assigning the 
narrative to a member of the so-called Yahwistic school. 

The original writing of the Yahwist (J) must have been 
supplemented at an early date by a redactor, who apparently 
viewed it as an appendix to chap. xiv. This view of the 
redactor is of course psychologically impossible. The 


1 If we point od 773, we must agree with Driver that this can only 
mean ‘the Nile, or at least the easternmost (Pelusiac) arm of it. The 
true pointing, however, seems to be ansp. 

2 See Staerk, Studien zur Religions- und Sprachgeschichie, pp. 43 77 

8 Dillm. supposes that Eliezer had some connexion with Damascus, 
so that if he became Abram’s heir the property would ultimately go to 
that city. Most improbable, as Driver also sees. 

4 See especially B. W. Bacon, Hebraica, Oct. 1890, and cp. his 
The Genesis of Genests (1892), pp. 124-126, besides the more recent 
works of Holzinger and Gunkel. 
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victory which, according to chap. xiv., Abram had gained 
could not have put him in the state in which he appears 
in chap. xv., a state, not of high self-consciousness, but of 
depression and anxiety. This anxiety can be easily ac- 
counted for by referring to the parallel case of Isaac in 
xXxvi. 24. It is plain that the patriarch had just crossed the 
border into a new country. Now, too, we can see the 
significance of the divine title in v. 2, which, in the original 
writing, was very possibly, not M7 17K, but Mm porwr 
Kscer pened) Atmons or) SY erahme él: was;iin’ fact, that 
member of the divine duad (or triad) who took the closest 
interest in human affairs. It follows from this view that, as 
Kraetzschmar has pointed out, the original position of the 
narrative was most probably after xii. 7a (J). 

It appears that the text had already become somewhat 
corrupt when the redactor received it. He was, however, 
still able to recognise and to understand the references of 
the original writing to the N. Arabians. That writing he 
expanded, but did not, except in v. I, alter. The original 
work seems to be comprised within vv. 1-3, 9-11, 17-18. 
Textual criticism must be called in to restore it to its 
original form, as well as to correct the textual errors which 
have crept into the redactor’s additions. 

Let us now consider the textual difficulties of vv. 1-3. 
(a) 5x % I2T mT (v. 1; cp. v. 4), of prophetic revelation, 
nowhere else in Genesis. (4) Tymo3. Not in J’s manner. 
Besides, if a vision were referred to, 7N10 would be the 
natural word (xlvi. 2, E). 1m» only once again in Pent., 
viz. in Num. xxiv. 4, 16, where it is a corruption of Sxarm. 
(c) The two parts of the divine speech do not cohere well. 
That Abram should be exhorted not to be afraid, and 
should be assured that his God would shield him, is con- 
ceivable, but it is not natural that the Speaker should at 
once turn aside to tell Abram that his reward (for what ?) 
should be very large. (d@) ‘What wilt thou give me, seeing 
that I go (hence) childless’ (v. 2), would not be a natural 
speech for Abram, even if the words objected to in vu. 16 
were correct. The common-sense view surely is that 
whoever made Abram say ‘what wilt thou give me?’ was 
thinking of what is said in v. 18 (Bacon, Hebratca, 1890, 


260 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


p. 76). This may well make us suspect corruption of the 
text of v. 2a. (e) V.26 has been explained most variously ; 
can we say that it has yet been explained at all? (/) 
The expression »m1 jn (v. 3) for the son of a Hebrew slave 
by a foreign bondmaid (Bertholet, Sze//ung, pp. 55 f.) occurs 
nowhere else, and the seemingly parallel phrase W212 17> 
(xiv. 14) is corrupt. (g) wr with the accusative, in the 
sense of ‘to be some one’s heir’ (v. 4), is unusual; Hos. 
ix. 6 is a precarious parallel. 

It is hoped that textual criticism has not, even here, 
been altogether baffled. The key to the situation seems to 
lie in JrDw (v. I, end), the accuracy of which, in the interests 
of a natural exegesis, we are bound to question. In 1 Chr. 
xxvi. 4 the personal name Dw, and in Ps. |xxii. 10 72x, 
certainly represent an ancient district-name, on which see 
the discussion of the tribe-name 72MM (xxx. 18). 77 
and 4Nd have probably come from arm (Sxom) and oo 
respectively. We should therefore read, for two TINT Jw, 
‘omy IDWND (ON a variant). An alternative reading is 
Syorma, underlying mmp2. The fuller phrase, however, 
is to be preferred. I conjecture that from 7x to M717 
(v. 1) is a redactor’s substitute for Mm xM (see xii. 7). 
Having shifted the position of the passage, and introduced 
prophetic announcements, he thought the substituted words 
more suitable. He kept, however, ‘orm /w~n oran-bs. Of 
course, the arbitrary transpositions made by the redactor 
arose out of exegetical necessities. 

The last clause of the divine speech still has to be 
restored. It is represented in MT. (@) by sy 75.7 ~~». 
Now ny is one of the corruptions of Wy (xiii. 12), and ~™y, 
at any rate, may have come from aqy = oy. DT too, 
is corrupt. It may be illustrated by »Sn, Hab. iii. 19, which 
clearly ought to be ~Sxx. Read, therefore, ommy[p] Fond 
(see on vv. 7-18). And this enables us to explain the 
enigmatical words of v.26. First, as to sypbx PwWNT NW- 
Hitzig (on Ps. cxx. 6), Tuch, Olsh. and Kautzsch-Socin 
take ‘nq to be a marginal gloss. But what of nydx? It 
is unusual to mention a slave’s name. Indeed, if this slave’s. 
name had been handed down, should we not have found it 
mentioned in chap. xxiv.? Clearly t3y~5x: is corrupt. But 
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so too is ‘m4, which surely cannot be held to explain either 
pw or mn. The truth is that both /5x ‘nt and the words 
on which this is said to be a gloss (XM. pwr j2) need cor- 
rection. pwo (like wn, x. 2) is an abridged form, not of 
}pwn, ‘client, a supposed title of Eliezer,’ but of a regional 
name of which pwo7, or rather pwns,’ is a somewhat fuller 
form (cp. on ovTw), xi. 28 ; Tw, xxii. 22; pwn, Zeph. ii. 9). 
The name referred to is “ON ois. yds may be a variant 
of this. 5x, like Ss», may come from Syn, while “yy is 
a well-attested clan-name, perhaps derived from 7x or Ty. 
‘m1 may be an incorrect expansion of 12, which really comes 
from an indistinctly written 17a, a correction of ja. Thus 
we get (for v. 2 4) [wx] xo NIT pwo Wd, ‘the sons 
of Meshek, z.e. of Aram-Ashhur, which is a gloss on omy 
(‘thy redeemer from the Arabians’).—In v. 36 we find the 
same gloss transformed anew by the redactor, ze. 72m 
ony way ee comes from Sxynw wre [22] 72 NT ONS 
may represent ‘nx, Ze. Syans), while in v. 2 all between 7Ox™ 
and %, and the whole of v. 3.2, is the work of the early 
redactor. Hence the original passage underlying vv. 1-3 
becomes, ‘And Yahweh appeared to Abram in Ashhur- 
Yerahme’el, and said, Fear not, Abram; I am a shield for 
thee, I am thy deliverer from the Arabians. Thus the 
second part of the speech interprets the first, and the whole 
gives a much-needed explanation of ‘ Fear not.’ 

To the same redactor (who was familiar with the 
abstract conception of ‘ faith’) are also due vv. 4 and 6—a 
linking passage. Verse 5 apparently comes from a later 
writer, who loved the Deuteronomic image of the stars 
(cp. on xxii. 17). It is, however, obvious that something 
must have followed the divine address to the patriarch. 
We have therefore to ask whether there is any part of 
vu. 7-18 which would form a suitable sequel, and which, 
of course, we have no reason for excluding? In reply, 


1 ‘Winckler, AOF xxi. 442. Jonns (Bab. and oes Laws, p. 75) 
explains mushkénu (with 3, not PD) as ‘a common man.’ 

2 ¢Ramshak’ also Gniedics pwi 70 in the earlier text of 1 K. x. 25 
(see Crzz. Bib. p. 333). Another form is probably nw, underlying the 
corrupt nm of Am. vi. 7. Possibly the form pwnn in Chron. preserves 
a record of two readings, pwn7 and pwn. 
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vu. 7 f. being out of the question (see at a later point), I 
would indicate vv. 9-11 and 17 f._ I do not, however, mean 
to assert that this is the whole of the sequel. It is probable 
that what now stands as vv. 4-6 is a substitute for a passage 
relative to the blessing promised to the seed of the patriarch. 
The next textual errors in the passage which probably 
represents the original narrative occur in v. 18 (the limits of 
the Promised Land). Similar accounts are given elsewhere ; 
see especially Ex. xxiii. 31, Dt. i. 7, xi. 24, Josh.i: 4. In all 
these passages except that in Exodus! the ‘stream of Perath’ 
is mentioned, and in Dt. i. 7 and Josh. i. 4 (as here) Stan 7a 
is prefixed to that phrase (m7 772), which may possibly be 
an early gloss. Most probably, as doubtless in Jer. xiii. 
4-7, MWD= Mn, and refers to a N. Arabian district called 
Ephrath (see on xxxv. 16). For 573[77] we may compare 
the proper names yn, 2 K. xxv. 22, and 543, Neh. 
vii. 49, 58, Ezra ii. 47, 56, and the oSytat of Neh. xi. 14. 
In all these forms 542 or Svan represents sy53, and in our 
passage the original reading probably was ty52 372. It is 
noteworthy that the writer of Dan. x. 4 appears to have 
identified Perath and Hiddekel, for he uses the latter name 
(see on ii. 14) where we might have expected the former. 
The writer of v. 18 also mentions a stream of onyn 
(read Misrim). More frequently this is called 5m; see 
Num. xxxiv. 5, I K. viii. 65, etc, and cp. the zakal Musrz 
of Sargon and Esar-haddon (£. 476., cols. 1249 f7.; Winckl., 
KAT, pp. 147 f). The use of a7 for Sma is remarkable. 
From xxxvi. 37, Num. xxii. 5, we may perhaps infer that 
the Israelites in the N. Arabian border-land applied the term 
37) to streams which were really no more than torrents 
(oS). Or was the Sm originally a 1722 Possibly the 
o»xD Ww, like the ty5. /s, had a second name; ze. it may 
be the same as the stream called (as we seem obliged to 
hold—see on xiii. 10) pm, a name (derived from m= 
Sxnr) which sometimes, or even often, underlies the familiar 


1 There is, however, no strong reason to doubt that the stream 
intended in Ex. xxiii. 31 is the ‘stream of Ephrath.’ Cp. Dt. xi. 24 
(rev. text), ‘from the stream, the stream of Ephrath.’ Winckler, I am 
aware, makes ’5 773 in all such contexts a gloss, and supposes that the 
real northern boundary was the river Litany (AOF, 3rd ser. ii. 258 f.). 
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}1™ of the traditional text. There was also, as the MT. 
itself shows, a stream called the 7yw (ze. TWN), described 
in Josh. xiii. 3 as being ‘in front of oyxo’ (Misrim), just as 
Hiddekel is described in Gen. ii. 14 as going ‘in front of 
tr. Was this another name for the omyn 72? Cp. on 
l. 10, and see Bzble Problems, p. 269. Lastly, may not 
ovum. oN: mean properly ‘Aram (Yerahme’el) of the 
streams,’ or ‘of the two streams’ (note on xxiv. 10)? See 
further on, Dt: xi. 2a, 

It is, of course, possible to omit ‘from the stream of 
Misrim, etc. as a later gloss; but what should we gain 
thereby? As soon as the story took written form, it would 
be natural enough to give this brief statement of the limits 
of the ‘land’ The view which it embodied failed to satisfy 
a later age. Not only had N. and S. Palestine to be 
brought in, but the territory of Abraham’s ‘seed’ had to 
be extended as far as to the Euphrates. An imperialistic 
ideal was gratifying to the national pride which resisted the 
depressing influences of the present. And no doubt it 
seemed to readers of this passage to be specially warranted 
by the name m9, which in a late and unhistorical age was 
naturally understood as ‘Euphrates. The case is just 
parallel to that of the description of the territory of Solomon. 
Whether the empire of this king actually reached to the 
Euphrates, some critics of mark have already doubted. We 
now seem to know how the misrepresentation arose. If one 
cause of it was national pride, another was ignorance of any 
other stream called par excellence 7737 but that called by the 
Greeks and Romans Euphrates (see on 1 K. v. 1). 

As to the ten names of peoples in the appended passage 
(vv. 19-21, cp. Neh. ix. 8), they may have been already 
corrupted when the late scribe collected and inserted them. 
The mysterious N7p (‘eastern ones’!), which only occurs 
here, has probably sprung from »2977, which is a modifica- 
tion of ~Sxorm (cp. on xvii. 5). On Hittites, Amorites, 
Canaanites, Girgashites, — Jébusites, see on. x..15.j-;° on 
Perizzites, on xiii. 7; on Rephaim, on xiv. 5. The difficulty 
as to the ‘Hittites’ mentioned by Driver, ad Joc. has, I 
hope I may say, disappeared. 

Turning now to vv. 7, 8, it may be stated first, without 
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hesitation, that they are a later insertion, and that their 
probable object is to link together the two parts of chap. xv. 
(vv. 1-6 and vv. g-18) which the redactor may in some 
sense be said to have brought into existence. In its original 
form the passage gives another reference to N. Arabia, x 
(see on xi. 28) being most probably a corruption of wy, and 
ow) of own, Ze. DIN. We thus get, ‘who brought 
thee out of [Arabia] Ashhur of Aram’ (= Ashhur-Yerah- 
me’el, see on ix. 20), which is exactly parallel to‘I am thy 
redeemer from the Arabians.’ 

The longest insertion (vv. 12-16) requires still closer 
attention on the part of the student. In the text as it 
stands there is a troublesome discrepancy between v. 13 and 
v. 16, ze. the duration of the servitude (four hundred years) 
specified in v. 13 does not tally with the promise of return 
in the fourth generation in v. 16. Either, therefore, ‘four 
hundred years’ or the whole of v. 16 must—so critics say— 
be a late insertion, derived perhaps from another source. 
The truth, however—from the point of view which many 
textual facts have forced upon us,—seems to be that the 
original text said nothing about four hundred years ;1 
Tw MND YIN comes from Syyaw Sxonx oxy. The ovtay 
of MT. actually preserves the true reading, viz. ony, on 
which ‘ann (='pw) and ‘ow are glosses. See, further, on 
the parallel, Ex. xii. 40. 

This is confirmed by @* in v. 136, kat xaxooovow 
avto[us|] Kal dovA@coveW adTovs Kal TaTEWw@oovcLW avTods, 
Ze. DAN IM oI ond wim, suggesting that in the 
underlying text @any followed ons vay. The ond win, 
presupposed by @, and the amS x5 pawn of MT., which is 
also presupposed by @’s év yn ovx« idia, are equally corrupt 
readings, nor is it (from our point of view) hard to recover 
the true reading, through which both can be accounted for ; 


1 On the confusion between numerals and ethnics, due to the 
corruption of ethnics, or fragments of ethnics, into forms resembling 
numerals, see //zbdert Journal, vol. i. p. 760 (1903). Note that paix 
represents 23y (or perhaps o3y); see on ‘ Kiryath-arba,’ xxiii. 2. msp 
(cp. nk = oNDNN) comes from xynw; mw, like jw (1 S. xiv. 4), from 
a fragment of ome =oxyrw. Cp. on 1 K. xviii. 19, xxii. 6, Judg. 
iil. 8, I1, v. 31, etc. That Hebrew writers sometimes reckoned the 
generation at a hundred years, can hardly be called very probable. 
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surely it is Sxarm para. It is this which is represented 
by ofS xd> pana, and it is a dittographed Sxnm which 
accounts for the amS yin which we have been able to trace 
in @. Read therefore—Sxnnv pusd qyy ay 2 
‘om omy] oy ome yay. It should be added that the 
doubtfulness of the text is already indicated in MT. by 
the Pasek after 72% (v. 13), and that Winckler’s astro- 
nomical explanation of v. 131 is too ingenious by half. 

V. 14 is a fit sequel to v. 13 in its revised form. It 
alludes first to the plagues of Misrim (Ex. vii. #), then to 
the departing of the Israelites with their property (Ex. 
xli. 25 7, 38). V. 15, however, interrupts the connexion, 
and must be a very late insertion indeed. V. 16 connects 
with v. 14. It refers (as Gunkel remarks) to the genealogy 
of Moses, who appears in the fourth generation from Levi 
(ix. vi. L6-77.). 

I could wish that this examination might lead to the 
rectification of much that has been unwisely said about 
Abraham, the successful leader of a band of warriors, and 
(as Nikolaus of Damascus, the court-historian of Herod the 
Great, asserted) the conqueror of Damascus ;* also that it 
might put an end to the worn-out problem of the four 
hundred years of Israel’s oppression in ‘Egypt. We need 
not, as it seems to me, go on theorising as to the origin of 
this so-called ‘artificial calculation, simply because in the 
original text no such chronological statement existed. Cp. 
On dex xil. Al. 


1 Arabisch-semitisch-orientalisch, p. 20, note 3 (the number 400, 
ten times the period of Nergal-Pleiades). 

2 See Carl Niebuhr, Gesch. des Ebraischen Zettalters, i. 123, and 
cp. Winckler’s mysterious hint, KA7®), p. 211. 
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THE hard fate of Hagar, the handmaid of Abram’s wife, 
and the handmaid’s compensation. Such is the theme 
of the story, of which another version occurs in xxi. 
8-21. To understand it we must ask, first, Who is this 
Hagar? next, What is her fate? and lastly, What is her 
compensation? Other questions will then suggest them- 
selves, such as the geography of the story, the meaning of 
Ishmael and Mal’ak-Yahweh, and the true form of the 
utterance of the friendly divinity. (1) As to Hagar her- 
self, tradition informs us that she was a Misrite. The 
commentators affirm that mzsr¢(¢k) both here and else- 
where means ‘Egyptian, but it has been amply shown 
that this cannot any longer be taken for granted. It 
is admitted, however, even by the less advanced school, 
that ‘Hagar’ reminds us forcibly of the ethnic ‘ Hagrim, 
which belongs to a tribe of Arabian origin mentioned in 
PuChr. ¥;"10,"1o 7 (cp. 1 Chr xxvii si (Ps xx 
and, by eémendation, Hos: ix)13, sa. xy 4)" Sine 
case is exactly parallel to that of 1 Chr. ii. 34, where a 
certain Yerahme’elite is said to have had a Misrite slave 
called Yarha. It is plain that Yarha is a corruption of 
Yerahme’el ; and yet the commentators go on saying that 
the slave referred to was an Egyptian. So far as I can 
see, it is absolutely certain that both Hagar and Yarha 
were, according to the narrators, N. Arabians. Of course, 
too, in xxi. 21 the narrator meant to say that Hagar 


| «Ephraim is like an asshur-tree planted in a park, | But Yerah- 
me’el (g¢oss, Miss6r) bringeth forth his (Ephraim’s) sons to Hagar’ 
(z.e. the Hagrite slave-dealers; cp. Am. i. 6, 9; Joel iv. 6, 8). Sxom 
is doubly represented—-by > mx and 9 o>[5]s. See further, p. 268, note r. 
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fetched Ishmael a wife out of the land of Misrim (not 
Misraim). There is no evidence whatever that Ishmaelites 
were ever regarded as partly of Egyptian origin.’ Hagar, 
therefore, was regarded as a native of Misrim in N. Arabia ; 
she need not therefore be supposed to have been wandering 
aimlessly in the wilderness when Mal’ak-Yahweh found her. 

(2) Now as to the fate of Hagar. Doubtless it was 
prepared by herself, but it was none the less hard. She 
had become, by Sarai’s own wish, in a qualified sense 
Abram’s concubine, and had borne him a son; upon this 
she erred by ‘placing herself on an equality with her 
mistress, > and Sarai appealed for justice to Abram. An 
earlier form of the story may have described the subsequent 
course of events more definitely. Hammurabi’s Code says ® 
that in such a case the mistress may resume her authority 
over the maid, and ‘reckon her with the slave-girls.’ Prob- 
ably a similar law was in force in the region where this 
story arose. The writer whom we call the Yahwist does 
not, however, recognise this, He vaguely states that, 
unopposed by Abram, Sarai punished her maid so severely 
that Hagar, who could not bear to be a slave again, and 
apparently had no confidence in her son’s future in the 
family of Abram, fled. 

(3) Now as to the third point: What was Hagar’s 
compensation? It would have been a small thing if she 
had only been able to flee to ‘Shur which is in front of 
Misrim. This was no doubt the limit of her hopes. She 
forgot—so the narrative leads us to suppose—that her 
child would be also the child of Abram, and could not 
be destined to live in poverty and obscurity. One of the 
heavenly beings opened her eyes. 7 4x50 found her by 
the fountain on the way to Shur (the N. Arabian Asshur), 
and named the expected child ‘Ishmael. At the same 


1 Bible Problems, pp. 167 /. 
2 A phrase in Hammurabi. 

’ Section 146. Mr. Johns translates, ‘her mistress shall not sell her, 
she shall place a slave-mark upon her, and reckon her with the slave- 
girls.’ But is this exegetically possible? Winckler renders ‘zur 
Sklavenschaft soll er sie thun.’? The arrogant maid, whose case is 
supposed by the law, was a slave at the first; she did not become a 


slave. 
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time—as the text stands—the heavenly being predicted 
the future of the child. He should be as free as the desert 
ass, and in constant war with every one—a worthy son of 
his untameable mother. Hagar, for her part, if we are to 
follow the text, gave m7, who had spoken to her, the 
additional name, ‘ Attah El-Roi.’ 

The story before us, together with its parallel in 
chap. xxi. cannot in its present form (see below) be very 
old. It is reasonable, however, to admit that the name of 
Hagar may well be primitive, and that the bené Hagar may 
have been originally an important section of the Misrite 
people, though they are not mentioned in the list of the 
sons of Misrim in x. 13 7, and the only writers (according 
to the MT.)* who do mention the Hagrites are the 
Chronicler and a single psalmist. Ishmael too is probably 
a very old form, though not, as we shall see (p. 272), the 
original one. 

It is difficult, however, not to suppose that in the 
earliest form of the narrative Ishmael’s mother occupied a 
higher position. Ishmael being Abram’s eldest son, his 
mother cannot always have been represented as a disgraced 
slave. Once upon a time her flight must have been 
differently accounted for. Not Abram, whose legitimate 
wife she must have been,? nor yet Sarai, but some more 
formidable being, must have forced her to become a fugitive. 
Remembering the story of the flight of a still greater 
mother into the wilderness*® (Rev. xii. 6, 14), may we not 
with some plausibility suppose the enemy of Hagar in the 
original story to have been the mythic serpent of darkness 
and disorder ? 

We can therefore hardly think that the name ‘ Hagar’ 
is derived either from an Arabic root meaning ‘to flee,’ or 


1 With much confidence, however, it may be added that ‘ Hagar’ 
is also mentioned, under the thin disguise of 37, in Hos. ix. 13, where 
(see p. 266, note 1) it represents the Hagrites as a people of slave- 
dealers, and also in Isa. x. 4, disguised as [oy}ann. 

2 The later Arabian legend (see Zadarz, by Zotenberg, i. 163) 
accidentally coincides. Hagar (Hajir) is there the legitimate wife of 
Abraham, and the vast territory of Arabia is given to Ishmael as the 
eldest son. 

3 Cp. Bible Problems, pp. 77 ff 
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from a noun ‘hagar’ which in Ethiopic and in some dialects 
of Arabic means ‘settlement, village, town’ (Néldeke, 
Per rOcole 41043, eno0te. (2 > ~.cp. Hommel, G7. ip. 163) 
note 3). Some grander origin is certainly to be presumed. 
The original name must have undergone some modification. 
Clan-names generally did get worn down in the popular 
speech. It is possible that the name was originally com- 
posite, and that the first element was not Hag, but Hag, 
which we find in several names which may at first have 
been clan-names. But we are unable at present to explain 
Hag. It should be noticed that no one claims ‘ Hagar’ as 
an Egyptian name. All that traditionalists can say is that 
the Egyptian woman who became Sarah’s handmaid must 
have taken a Semitic name when she passed into Asia. 
But, as we have seen, the traditional theory of Hagar’s 
origin is improbable. See, further, E. Meyer, Dze [sraelzten, 
por 326-323. 

We now turn to geographical details. The view that 
‘Shur’ (v. 7) is a ‘wall’ or line of fortresses in the N.E. of 
Egypt is erroneous. Nor is it at all probable that the 
Egyptian name aned (‘wall’) or anebu (‘walls’), borne by a 
fortress and a tower and a desert-district on the E. border 
of Egypt,? was translated into Hebrew as ‘Shur’ From 
our present point of view we cannot doubt that ‘Shur’ is a 
Semitic name for a N. Arabian locality, and bearing in 
mind the gloss in xxv. 18 (where ‘ Asshur’ takes the place 
of ‘Shur’) and the reading accovp in @ at 1 S. xv. 7, 
where MT. has 73t), we may safely hold that ‘Shur’ is the 
short for ‘ Asshur,’ just as ‘Hur’ is for ‘Ashhur’ and ‘Sér’ 
for ‘ Missér. Asshur or Ashhur was a region of uncertain 
extent in N. Arabia, on which see further the note on ii. 14, 
also &. Bzb., ‘Shur’; Bzble Problems, pp. 264 7; Hommel, 
AHT, pp. 241, 244; Winckler, Wusvz, part ii. pp. 6 f 

It was therefore on the way to this region, which, as 

1 ¢ All attempts to construct a gigantic line of fortification, shutting 
off the whole or half of the isthmus of Suez, are baseless’ (W. M. 
Miiller, As. wu. Eur. p. 45). For W. M. M.’s own view, which has 
phonetic difficulties, see As. uw. Eur. pp. 102, 134. 

2 Heyes, Bib. u. Aeg. p. 47. 

3 Similarly it is most probable that tw in Job v. 21 is not mis- 
written for 7%, but a corruption of ne = wx (|| 5xyne, underlying pw). 
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xxv. 18 says, ‘fronted Misrim, that Hagar the Misrite 
rested, like Jesus in John iv. 6, at a well. It was a well 
famous in legend—a well at which probably various tribes 
were wont anciently to hold periodical meetings, and it is 
called in our texts Beer-lahai-roi (v. 14, xxiv. 62, xxv. I1). 
Of course, the name is impossible. No one, free from the 
trammels of tradition, could believe in such a name as 
‘well of the living one who sees me. And if we have 
really worked at the text of the O.T. from the newer point 
of view, chronicling recurrent types of textual corruption, 
we shall recognise the true form of name at once. m7), 
indeed, has already occupied our attention (see on Judg. 
xv. 9, and cp. on mn, 2S. xxiii, 11). It comes by 
transposition from bm, ze. Syort ; intermediate forms are 
Sym and 5mm. The last element in the name is °Nn, which 
is another corrupt fragment of Sxpm, which in the original 
text must have been dittographed (see on v.13). Thus the 
true name of the well is ‘ Well of Yerahme’el.’ ! 

Next, as to the situation of the well; ‘surely, says a 
gloss, ‘it is between Kadesh and Bered. ‘Kadesh’ we 
probably know (see on xiv. 7); but what is m1? Nestle 
(ZATW, 1901, pp. 329 #) prefers pun, which is supported 
both by @* and by Philo (though not in the edited texts), 
‘Barak’ seems to have been a southern clan (Cvz¢. Bzb. on 
Judg. iv. 6). This reading, however, looks like a conjecture ; 
tn. may be hard, but will become less so if we compare 
th ( KK 14), SVE So and! Tesi 8.9" Broiexscaee 
compared with xxi. 14, we learn that, according to E, 
when Abram dismissed Hagar and her son, he was 
dwelling ‘between Kadesh and Shur’; from xxv. 18, that 
the centre of the Ishmaelite country was between Havilah 
and Shur; and from 1 S. xxvii. 8 (assuming the results of 
criticism), that ‘Ishmael’ was ‘the land which extends from 
Yerahme’el, in the direction of Asshur, as far as the land of 
Misrim. In the latter passage the expression is slightly 
loose; ‘Misrim’ is used where xxv. 18 gives ‘Shur,’ ze. 
‘Asshur. This, however, does not matter, for Shur, we 
know, was ‘in front of Misrim’ (xxv. 18). Taking all this 
together, it is plain that 1 must have been very close to, 


1 For other views, see £. Bzd., ‘ Beer-lahai-roi.’ 
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or, more probably, a part of Shur or Asshur. The name 
cannot, however, be quite correct; it must be either corrupt 
or imperfect. Eus.and Jer. (OS 299, 76; 145, 2) mention 
a village Berdan in the Gerarite country. This suggests as 
the possible origin of 11, }772, or, better, ;TI72. The initial 
ja, as often (eg. Dy), probably comes from ny. In 
Ezek. xxvii. 20 Dedan is mentioned with ayy (Arabia); in 
Gen. x. 7, as a son of Cush, for which xxv. 3 gives Jokshan 
(both names probably come from Ashhur). Probably, 
therefore, ‘Bered’ is the name of the region called ‘ Arab- 
dedan, or ‘ Dedanite Arabia.” It may fittingly be added 
here that the ‘ Havilah’ of xxv. 18 (MT.) and the ‘ Yerah- 
me’el’ of 1 S. xxvii. 8 (revised text) probably mean the 
immediate neighbourhood of ‘Beer-Yerahme’el. That 
‘Yerahmeel,’ often in a corrupted form, should be applied 
to places and small districts, as well as to a large region, is 
no strange phenomenon. 

It must already be plain that the ‘wilderness of Beer- 
sheba’ in the || (xxi. 14) cannot be right. In x. 10 now 
and y77 are brothers. Surely pnw in xxi. 14 should be 
Niw; or rather, the distinction between naw and yiw is 
arbitrary, and both forms are popular corruptions of Sxvow. 
Another doubtful word is "2, which in Num. xx1. 16 and 
Judg. ix. 21 appears to be miswritten for ny. So probably 
it is here. The wilderness referred to in xxi. 14 is that of 
Arab-Ishmael, ze. Ishmaelite Arabia. This will bring the 
two accounts of the scene of Hagar’s wanderings into 
harmony. Cp. also introduction to chap. xx. 

And now as to (a) the racial significance of ‘Ishmael,’ 
and (4) the form of the name. (@) According to Gunkel, 
Ishmael is the legendary impersonation of a nomad people, 
famous for its bowmen (xxi. 20), of which no historical 
record has come down to us. The name, he thinks, sur- 
vived in tradition, and was transferred to several N. Arabian 
tribes of a later age. He refers to Judg. vill. 24 (cp. v. 12), 
where Midian is reckoned as Ishmaelitish, and to the list of 
the sons of Ishmael in xxv. 13-15. The last O.T. mention 
of an Ishmaelite that he can find is in 2 S. xvii. 25, where 
fopss mG hr it 17) he reads ‘Ishmaelite’ for ‘Israelite.’ 
This view, however, depends on the theory of the general 
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correctness of the traditional text as regards tribal names. 
It is highly probable that there are many more references 
to the Ishmaelites than Gunkel supposes, though in the 
later books ‘the name ‘Ishmael’ is doubtless an archaism. 
A synonym for it is ‘Yerahme’el’ (=‘ Amalek’). Taking 
it as a tribal or regional name, we may group it with Ishma 
(1 Chr. iv. 3), Shema, Sheba, Shemuel, Shebuel, Shunem, 
Shean (in Beth-shean), also with Shem (see on v. 32), and 
onw in the much-disputed phrase ’m pypw, ze. beyond doubt 
“the idol of: Ishmael,’ “Dan: xii.o119(cp:p. 18) Dhatethe 
Ishmaelites were merely a nomad people, is too much to 
assert. The passage referred to by Gunkel (xxi. 20) is 
corrupt, and there were two sections of Ishmaelites or 
Yerahme’elites, a more and a less advanced in civilisation. 
That the race was one of great antiquity may, however, be 
frankly admitted. Indeed, the superior antiquity of Ishmael 
or Yerahme’el (= Amalek) appears to have been admitted 
by Israelitish writers. Shem (ze. Ishmael) and Ham (ze. 
Yerahme’el) were reckoned as sons of Noah; originally, 
however, Shem and Ham were equivalent (cp. on v. 32, x. I). 
See, further, on Num. xxiv. 20. (0) As to the form of the 
name ‘Ishmael. At first sight it appears to be a compound 
of a verb in the imperfect and the most general Hebrew 
word for ‘God, and means ‘ God hears’ (v. 11); cp. Whyaw 
(1 Chr. xxvii. 19), and see Noldeke, Z. Bzb., ‘Names, § 33. 
Names of this type, however, in the N. Semitic languages 
are very deceptive. Often they have reached their present 
form comparatively early by systematic manipulation, and 
in their original forms were not, as they may appear to be 
when transformed, expressions of religious faith. This is 
the case with Sx»pm (and \mynw), Syormp, Sst, Oxpim, 
as well as with the shorter forms poy, Npy, Ao. Is it 
possible to trace the original form of Ishmael, and to explain 
its meaning? If ow were really a name of the moon-god 
(Winckler, Av.-sem.-or. p. 112) we might perhaps base a 
theory upon this, 5syow being certainly a by-form of Sxypw, 
and orm posszbly equivalent to mn with ‘mimation’ (see 
p. 28). More plausibly we might hold that ‘Ishmael’ 
originally had to do with the sun-god, or, more precisely, 
that Sxvow sprang from Sxwow, just as afterwards, when 
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‘Ishmael’ as the name of a collection of tribes had gone 
out of use, and when early N. Arabian history had been 
forgotten, ‘nm sometimes became wnw-——the very same 
confusion which certainly took place in very early times. 
If so, the sun and the moon deities would both have been 
worshipped by the tribes referred to—the sun and the moon, 
which are the original Gemini, whose cultus in Canaan and 
Arabia may have begun very early. 

The evidence of the confusion of wow and ynw in 
Semitic languages may be here briefly appended. There 
is first the place-name wow ma, commonly but wrongly 
explained ‘temple of the sun’; really it is=yow ’2 or 
Sxpow. Cp. Jer. xliii. 13, where ‘Beth-shemesh in the 
land of Egypt’ is surely impossible ;' zwterpret ‘ Beth- 
Ishmael,’ and all is plain, for ‘Misrim’ (point o~xp) was 
regarded as Yerahme’elite (see on x. 6). We can now 
understand why, in 1 S. vi. 12, the ‘avon (ark ?) goes straight 
to Beth-shemesh (Beth-Ishmael), for the god ‘ Ishmael’ was a 
member of the divine duad represented by the ’ardn (see 
Pp- 35); also why, in Judg. xiii. 24, Manoah’s wife calls her 
son Shimshon, ze. ‘one belonging to wow =5xynw, for it 
was the god ‘Ishmael’ or ‘ Yerahme’el’ who had announced 
the child’s birth. Next, there is a Galilean place-name in 
the Thotmes-list,? corresponding to the Hebrew form 
OTN-wow, which has apparently come from Ishmael-Edom, 
a transferred name. Nor must we omit the late personal 
name ‘wow (Ezra iv. 8), corresponding to capedXuos (or cep. 
or oe@.) in 1 Esd. ii. 17, 22. Sxymw (cp. Z. B20., ‘ Shimshai’). 
Nor must the probability be ignored that in Ps. Ixxii. 5, 
cxxi. 6, Isa. xlix. 10, the traditional text gives wow, where 
the sense requires us to interpret Sxvow. In Ps. Ixxii. 5, 
for instance, it is plain that the context requires us to take 
Boy asimthes people of 2; and m0390(022) as: “the 
Sons Of. Ey. 

N. Semitic inscriptions reveal similar phenomena. 
Thus wowd (Lidzb., p. 304; Cooke, p. 275) must be a 
popular distortion of Syvow; omwow (L. 379; C. 298) 
of 702 /om; and wow. (L. 246) of ‘am any; while maw ope 

1 See Cornill’s note, with its eloquent varieties of type. 
2 W. M, Miiller, As. uw. Zur. p. 316. 
18 
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(L. 316)—the name of a city—means probably ‘place of 
Ishmael,’ ze. ‘Ishmaelite settlement. Most probably, too, 
we may add Shamshi-atom, a name on an Egyptian stele 
of the New Kingdom ;’ Samsi-iluna, the name of Hammu- 
rabi’s son and heir ;* Samsi, the name of a queen of Aribu, 
temp. Tiglath-Pileser, and in an Assyrian deed (Johns, 
Deeds, iii. § 275); also Samas-abta (Johns, 27d. § 680). 
Still I hesitate to explain ‘Ishma‘’ or Ishma’el’ as 
“sun-god,’ just as I do not venture to interpret ‘Yarham’ 
or ‘Yerahme’el’ as ‘moon-god.’ Of course, these explana- 
tions may conceivably have been given, but we cannot safely 
affirm that they are correct. All that can safely be said 
of this deity (Yerahme’el-Ishmael) has been already collected 
(see pp. 27 f.). Let me only add that the Ishmaelites 
or Yerahme’elites were the people which worshipped and 
perhaps claimed descent from the deity whose name we 
have been considering. Their land, too, bore the same name. 
In the narrator's explanation of the name ‘ Ishmael’ we 
find the strange phrase ‘has heard thy affliction. Surely 
this is wrong, and for quay we should read qr, ‘ thy sighing,’ 
Greater difficulties meet us in v. 12. As so often, the skill 
of the redactor in making a plausible sense out of miswritten 
words may be admired, and yet we cannot profess to be 
satisfied. The phrases which at once excite suspicion are 
OTs NA and sp-by. What can the former phrase mean? 
‘A wild ass of (among) men’? ‘A _ wild-ass-man’ (cp. 
akrabu amilu, ‘a scorpion-man, in the Gilgamesh epic)? 
The phrase might be accepted (cp. Konig, Syut. § 337¢) if 
we are at liberty to regard v. 12 as a fragment of a tradi- 
tional song. But (1) can v. 12 be so regarded? The last 
clause in it is weak enough, for xxv. 18 does not permit us 
to admit that ~»-Sy is a vigorous idiom meaning ‘un- 
pleasantly close to’ (see Gunkel). And (2) does not the 


1 W. M. Miller, 4s. u. Eur. p. 316; Sayce, HCM, p. 331. The 
name originally meant, not ‘my sun-goddess is Edom’ (Hommel), but 
‘ Ishmael-Edom.’ 

2 The name meant originally ‘ Ishmael-Yerahme’el.’ So the name 
Hammurabi is probably = Yerahme’el-‘arab (cp. on ‘Ham,’ v. 32). 

3 Note also the Assyrian name Shashmai (Johns, p. 241), and ‘90, a 
Yerahme’elite (1 Chr. iil. 40) and also (Cooke, p. 80) a Pheenician 
name. 
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comparison of Ishmael to a wild ass give a one-sided view 
of the Ishmaelitish character, and one which was most 
unlikely to find mention in a consolatory address to 
Ishmael’s mother? For though one section of the Ishmael- 
ites (or Yerahme’elites) was unprogressive, the other was 
by no means behindhand in culture! Indeed, a people of 
mere Bedawis would never have received such a blessing as 
that in xvii. 20 (cp. xxi. 13, 18), which is as warmly 
expressed as it could be, and must be to some extent our 
guide here. 

Turning now to v. 12, we notice that Mm, like mm, is a 
possible corruption of ‘ma (=5Sxnrm), that sq in Hos. 
viii. 9 has sprung from Ny,” that otx should often (eg. in 
Zech. ix. 1) be D1, that O53 ym and yn 59 4 resemble a 
number of certain corruptions (eg. Syry, and 1S tn in 
Hos. Zc.), and that ~nn, like 17x, may (as in xxii. 21, 2 S. 
vi. 3, etc.) have come from mn, and lastly that x7 is a 
common introduction to glosses. If we give due weight to 
these considerations, we must admit that we have good 
ground for correcting v. 12 thus—T1] DN Ny [Sxorn] 7 
pw rmwx-S> ~p-Sy) [‘T>. The several fruitless attempts 
to write Sxomm> (=o05N) correctly need not surprise us ; 
parallels for this are not exactly rare. Passing over these 
attempts, we get this statement, ‘that is, Arab-Aram ; he 
dwells to the east of all Ashhur. To illustrate this see on 
xxv. 18, and cp. 1 Chr. v. 10, where certain Reubenites are 
said to have expelled the Hagrites, whose tents were situated 
sv5x5 mo ~9-59-5y. Verse 12, then, is no part of the 
narrative ; it is a gloss which defines Ishmael’s proper 
territory as Arammite Arabia, and as eastward of all the 
parts of the N. Arabian Ashhur.’ 

We now address ourselves to the explanation of v. 13 a. 
Gunkel has already inferred that the God of whom the 
legend speaks was originally not Yahweh, but bore some 


1 Cp. 1 S. xxx. 29, ‘the cities of the Yerahme’elites.’ 

2°See also on x15, Jer. ii. 24; 4", Hos. x. 2; wk, x. 22; OND, 
SIV 5)5) 1D) ells, CMON xd abi 

3 It is no objection to the above correction of o1X 75 that the text- 
reading is apparently presupposed in Enoch Ixxxix. 11 (the wild ass = 
Ishmael, the progenitor of the Arabs), for the date of the Dream-visions, 
as Charles has shown, is the time of Judas Maccabzus. 
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other name, and that this name (El-ro‘i) was afterwards 
regarded as a title of the local Yahweh. The first part of 
this statement appears to be correct, but not the latter. It 
is true that El-ro‘i might be used as a title, but not ‘ Attah 
el-ro'i, which is the name given by Hagar according to the 
traditional text. What we have to find out now is the text 
which underlies ~~7 5x minx; ¢hat ought to give us the 
name of the God of whom the legend originally spoke. At 
once we sce that 7nmn, ‘thou,’ and wh, ‘seeing,’ cannot be 
right. The parallels of Sxyvn, Sanz (see on xxix. 32), and 
Ss show that 91 has come from %xi—ze. Sxorm2 As 
for 5 mx, it is probably a corruption of Sxans = 5Sxynw 
(cp. on Syanx, 1 K. xvi. 31). By a natural error the scribe 
wrote ‘Ethbaal’ (Ishmael) for ‘Yerahme’el, and left the 
error side by side with the correction. That the true 
reading is ‘ Yerahme’el’ appears from the second half of 
the verse. 

‘For she said, Have I also seen after him that saw me?’ 
Stucken uses this as material for the comparative study of 
Eastern mythology, in connexion with the myth of Orpheus 
and Eurydice. But where in the narrative itself are we told 
that Hagar looked after the divinity as he left her? and had 
she done so, how could she have survived (cp. xix. 17, ‘look 
not behind thee’)? The Biblical texts should not be used 
uncriticised. Wellhausen’s correction of the impossible ob 
(which means, not ‘here, but ‘hither’) into ow» is 
plausible, but, as a whole, his correction just fails to be 
satisfactory. Experience of equally corrupt passages, 
however, ought not to leave us baffled. “mx and mw are 
very often miswritten for 7x, and wn (see above) is a 
fragment of Sxnm. 057 comes from a dittographed 
Seon. ‘Ashhur-Yerahme’el’ appears to be the full name 
of the N. Arabian deity who was combined by the Israelites 
with Yahweh (see p. 23). Thus we get the sense, ‘And 


1 It is arbitrary to regard nnx (apy) as a variant of mx (Ball), and 
‘xt. as an archaic name for a kind of antelope, so that ‘> ond (v. 14) 
would mean ‘the Jawbone of the Antelope’ (Wellh., Ball, Gunkel). 

2 See #&. Bzb., ‘Reuel’; Winckler, GZ i. 210, note 4. 

3 Prolegomena (1883), p. 344, note 2. 

4 Cp. abm, the ‘ Yerahme’elite’ precious stone. 
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she called the name of (the) Yahweh who spoke to her, 
Yerahme’el ; for she said, Have I even seen Ashhur-Yerah- 
mee]? * 

Nor is this the only compound divine name which we 
find in this chapter. We meet here for the first time with 
the mysterious Being called mm  xdn. The current 
attempts to explain this expression not being very satisfac- 
tory, I may perhaps be excused for renewing the investiga- 
tion. 

First, what is the problem before us? It is to account 
for the fact that the personage called % qx5o or ody ’n is 
not a mere messenger of Yahweh, but equivalent to Yahweh 
or Elohim himself. See, in the present narrative, v. 13 and 
Surew7 also Xsiiif, Cpr xX. sila An cp. 2.5 sai 20)-ep: 
SivemeOre | ude avin £4, Cponl 2s) [ude Kia 3, Cpr3y etc 
And this is complicated by the equally certain fact that in 
some sense the % ’p is distinguishable from Yahweh himself 
Wseere Nil and, Cp. xix. 9135 214, Num: xxii: 3 1): 

Next, as to the solution. The ordinary view (see e.g. 
Gray, E. Bzb., col. 5035) that ‘the angel of Yahweh is an 
occasional manifestation of Yahweh in human form, possess- 
ing no distinct and permanent personality, ‘could not be 
satisfactory, being drawn: entirely from exegetical data, 
without a criticism of the text, and without reference to the 
history of ancient cults. Taking the latter point first, one 
must, from a historical point of view, suppose the personage 
called in our texts malak Yahweh to have been a divine 
being with a distinct personality. Let us look round and 
see if the religious inscriptions of neighbouring peoples 
supply any confirmatory evidence. (1) There isa Palmyrene 
inscription (see Cooke, pp. 268) where mention is made 
of a deity called S555n. From the Greek and Latin trans- 
literations, Lidzbarski infers that this represents ba qu5n, 
‘messenger of Bel,’ which he supposes to be a title of 
Shamash the sun-god. The objection is that Samag was 
the chief god of the Palmyrenes, and that Bel and Sama 
were the same; 5295m seems to await a better explana- 


1 Cp. the combination Ashtar-Kemosh in the inscription of Mesha. 
Note also that Ashur and Ramman made a divine duad in Assyria 
(Hommel, Gr. p. 87, note 2). 
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tion.’ (2) It isan undoubted fact that among the Babylonians 
the different chief gods, and also the gods collectively, had 
their respective messengers, who were themselves divine, and, 
indeed, when the chief gods were concerned, were members 
of their own families. Thus Marduk was the ‘exalted 
messenger’” (sukkallu siru) of his father Ea, and Nabu of 
his father Marduk, and there was a god of a lower rank 
called Papsukkal, who was the ‘messenger of the great 
gods. Papsukkal, however, is not great enough to be 
brought into comparison with the malak Vahweh, and if 
malak Yahweh is really a title of a superior divine 
messenger, the personal name of the messenger would 
require to be prefixed, or at least given in the context. We 
might, of course, suppose that the Hebrew writers omitted 
this name out of reverence for the ‘God of gods’—Yahweh. 
But is there not a better theory, one which takes account 
more completely both of Babylonian religious usage and of 
the facts of the history of Jewish religion? (3) Considering, 
first, how often in the traditional texts old and no longer 
understood names are disguised or transformed by scribes 
and redactors, and next, that a great superhuman personage, 
representing Yahweh, is referred to in the later literature, 
whose name is composed of the same letters as qw5n, with 
the addition of another (which may conceivably point to the 
true origin of the name), we may approach the problem 
once more with a good hope of success. 

Let us now turn again to Babylon. There we find the 
great god Marduk, the son of Ea, placing himself at his 
divine father’s disposal, especially in matters which concern 
mankind. ‘Ea is rarely approached directly. At his side 
stands his son Marduk, who acts as a mediator. Marduk 
listens to the petition addressed to him by the exorcising 
priest on behalf of the victim, and carries the word to 
Father Ea. The latter, after first declaring Marduk to be 


1 $azbp is most probably a compound of yoo =Sxony and $2 = ya (a 
divine title). Cp. any, compounded of nv, ‘moon,’ and »2=5y3, For 
the inscription see Cooke, p. 268, etc. 

2 See the Assyrian lexicons of Del. and Muss-Arnolt, art. sukkad/u, 
and cp. Zimmern, KAT, p. 454. On the S. Arabian divine messengers, 
see Hommel, Gv. p. 86. 
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his equal in knowledge, proceeds to dictate the cure.’1 This 
is specially illustrative of the statement of Mal’ak-Yahweh in 
Genesis (xvi. 11) that ‘Yahweh hath hearkened to thy 
sighing. It is not, indeed, stated that Marduk appeared 
upon earth in human form, but naive Israelitish narrators 
may well have stated that the divine representative of 
Yahweh, ‘in his love and in his pity’ (Isa. Ixiii. g), did as 
much. But who was Yahweh’s divine representative? Surely 
in the original story he must have been mentioned by name ; 
what, then, was his name? It must, as we have seen, 
underlie Jum and Syow. Now, it is certain that NSn, 
like 75,2 in the traditional text is sometimes (cp. on Lev. 
xviii. 21, 2 S. xi. 1) either a scribal or a popular distortion 
of xr, and in the highest degree plausible that 5x0, 
the prince-angel in Daniel and later writings, is a degraded 
(but not dishonoured) god, ze. is a reflexion (and that a 
bright one) of the N. Arabian deity known to the Israelites 
as Yerahme’el (Sxnrm). There is therefore a twofold 
justification, text-critical and historical, for the view that 
yx50 in the phrase > ’» (or owtdx[] 'p) in xvi. 7, xxi. 17, 
etc., and probably also qxdo77 in xlviii. 16, Judo in Ex. 
xxiii. 20, ~Nd0 in xxiii. 23, xxxii. 34, Mal. iii 1, and w xbdn 
in Gen. xxiv. 7, 40, have been produced by late redactors 
out of 59%, a name which is an edifying transformation of 
Sxor. The influence of the N. Arabian border-land (for 
the possession of which Israel strove persistently) on the 
people of Yahweh was so strong that Yahweh and Yerahme’el 
came to be popularly combined in a divine duad, or, with the 
addition of Ashhur® (primitively Ashtart), in a triad, and 
though Yahweh asserted his pre-eminence, yet Yerahme’el was 
honoured by the title of ‘ Face of Yahweh’ (Ex. xxxili. 14), 
and regarded as the repository of the ‘name of God’ (Ex. 
KUL 2 TE), 

1 Jastrow, Rel. of Bab. and Ass. p. 276; cp. pp. 139, 279, and 
Zimmern, KAT"), p, 419; Jastrow, J. of Am. Theol. i. 474. 

2 Cp. 39 (iv. 18) and Sxwp, xxii. 21. Note also that 7p in Phoenician 
and malik in Babylonian and Assyrian proper names comes from 
‘Yerahme’el’ (carried from N. Arabia), and that ma/aka in the Edomite 
king’s name KauS-malaka has the same origin. 


3 See on v. 13, Dt. xxxiii. 29. Ashhur is equivalent to Ashtor, 
and Ashtor was originally a goddess (Ashtart), See, further, on i. 26. 
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Thus 77 ’p (the phrase now before us) represents 
mim Sear. The more obvious order ‘mM m7 is here 
inverted, perhaps because the deity was spoken of as inter- 
fering for Israel. It was natural, however, that those who 
redacted the earlier narratives should seek to guard the 
supremacy of Yahweh by modifying the word ‘nm, and the 
phrase  ’5n, once produced, would propagate itself further. 
For the phrase ow5x '59 see on xxi. 17, and for 5x ~xdn 
On XXII 2: 

I may mention here that Nielsen (Deze altarab. Mona- 
religion, 1904, p. 148) seeks to show exegetically that 'on 
ox in Ex. xiv. 19 really means the moon (mm); also that 
Renan (Hist. a’[srael, i. 287), after speaking of the > ’p as 
a sort of double of Yahweh, remarks, ‘Indeed, it is not 
certain that the Moloch or Milk of the Canaanite religion 
does not owe its origin to the same order of ideas.’ Moloch 
or Milk, however, is really Yerahme’el (see p. 51). 


THE THIRD AGE OF THE WORLD, BEGINNING 
WITH THE ABRAHAMIC COVENANT (GEN. 
XVilei-L; 265 but cp: on XIl 1, €tc.). 


CHAP. xvii. The Abrahamic covenant. Its sign, the rite 
of circumcision. Change of names of the favoured pair. 
Promised birth of a son. Abraham’s laugh. Promise for 
Ishmael. The rite performed. 

The Priestly Writer (P) divides the history of mankind, 
and more especially of the Arabian peoples akin to the 
Israelites, into four periods, each introduced by a divine 
revelation. The first begins with Adam, and the name of 
God employed in the narrative is Elohim. The second 
begins with Noah; the divine name is still Elohim. The 
third with Abram; here the divine name is El Shaddai (?). 
The fourth with Moses; here the divine name is Yahweh. 
It is highly probable, though the proof falls short of demon- 
stration, that the theory is also Babylonian,’ and considering 
the commanding position of Babylon in the Priestly Writer’s 
time, it is just possible (see, however, below) that he derived 
it from this great teacher of the nations. At the same time, 
the division of the history of human affairs into periods is 
very widely spread, and the sacredness of the number four 
has sprung from cosmogonic notions familiar to many 
primitive tribes.” The Iranians certainly had the theory of 


1 See Zimmern, KAT®), pp. 542 f.; Gunkel, Genesis”, p. 233. 
Jeremias, however, makes seven periods (A 7AO, p. 122). 

2 The four corners of earth and heaven had an inherent sanctity. 
The four specially holy angels of the later Israelites were originally the 
four gods of the four ‘ends’ of the earth and heaven, living pillars of 
the celestial world. The idea is both Egyptian and N. American, to 
say no more. 
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four periods,! and they, too, had an increasing influence 
upon the Jews. Daniel’s vision of the four beasts and the 
Priestly Writer’s four periods need not, therefore, be of 
directly Babylonian origin. 

On the whole, the most plausible view is that the 
Israelites derived the four-ages theory from the Arabian 
race, of which they are a junior offshoot, and that in its 
pre-Israelite form each of the periods was distinguished by 
the emergence of a fresh divine name or title. Similarly, 
according to P, the name EIl-Shaddai (?) was first revealed 
to Abram, and the name Yahweh to Moses (see Ex. vi. 3). 
There is great difficulty, however, in the former statement. 
Neither El-Shaddai nor Shaddai occurs anywhere else in 
the narratives of the Hexateuch, except, indeed, in xliii. 14 
(E), where most recent critics ascribe it, not to E, but toa 
late redactor. Nor does P give any help in explaining the 
name. Modern scholars have therefore either acquiesced in 
nescience, or explained it, with superficial plausibility, from 
Aramaic or Assyrian. Of these explanations two have 
found special favour ’—‘he who pours forth,’ ze. the rain- 
giver (Aram. nth), and ‘mountain’ (Ass. Sad#) or ‘my 
mountain’ (Ass. sadia). New varieties of the latter have 
been produced by Radau (Cveatzon-story of Gen. i. pp. 58 f), 
viz. ‘God of the two mountains, * and by Hommel (G7. 
p. 177, note 3), viz. Sadi Az, or Sadd Az, ze. ‘mountain 
+ moon,’ in accordance with his theory of primitive Semitic 
moon-worship. It is hoped, however, that by applying a 
key which has proved successful elsewhere, we may attain, if 
not to certainty, yet to a more satisfactory result. 

The revelation by which the third stage of human 


1 Cp. Bahman Yast, i. 3 (SBE v. 192). ‘That root of a tree 
which thou sawest, and those four branches, are the four periods which 
will come.’ They are (1) of gold; (2) of silver; (3) of steel; (4) 
mingled with iron. 

2 For notices of the conflicting views see &. &zd., ‘Shaddai,’ and 
‘Names,’ § 117; Delitzsch, Hebrew Language, p. 48; Zimmern, KAT®), 
pp. 358, 460 7%; Jastrow, RBA, pp. 56, 278, 500; W. R. Smith, 
OT/JC, p. 424; Cheyne, Prophecies of Isatah, on Isa. xiii. 6, with 
crit. note in vol. ii. 

3 Identifying Yahweh with EN-LIL, the god of the upper and lower 
mountain, z.e. heaven and earth (az the old dual ending). 
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history is inaugurated is short and simple. The God who 
reveals himself under the name El-Shaddai (?) demands a 
life in accordance with his will, and on this condition makes 
a bérith or ‘engagement’ with Abram, guaranteeing him 
certain blessings, and distinguishing him and his posterity 
from the worshippers of other gods by the sign of circum- 
cision. The blessings referred to are (1) the supernatural 
multiplication of his posterity, which shall develop into 
great nations (Israel, Edom, Aram) governed by kings, and 
(2) the possession by the most favoured race of the land of 
Canaan. But how is this posterity to be obtained? A 
myth may perhaps have been current among the Canaanites 
that a new race of men arose after the deluge out of stones 
duly cast by the survivors (see p. 126). Such a myth 
would have suggested a means of ‘ raising up children unto 
Abraham.’ Later Jews had certainly been affected by this 
idea, as Isa. li. tr and Luke iii. 8 show. If the narrators 
pass it over, this may be simply because they are con- 
sistently adverse to the mythological tendency in Israel. 
What they tell us is that Yahweh or Elohim pledged his 
word that Sarah should have a son, also that Sarah (so J) or 
Abraham (so P) ‘laughed’ at the idea of a child under such 
circumstances, and so find an explanation of the name 
‘Isaac. The divine communication does not touch this 
point. And it is worthy of remark that the name is neither 
modified nor changed by any subsequent revelation. Pre- 
sumably this would have appeared inappropriate. If 
‘Abram’ and ‘Sarai’ are changed, it is because these names 
were not in the first instance divinely given. 

The promises are closely connected with divinely 
appointed changes in the names of the recipients. ‘ Abram,’ 
(presumably understood by P as ‘high father’) becomes 
‘Abraham, ze. ab hdméon goyim, ‘father of a swarm of 
nations, as if r@ham and hadmon had sufficient resemblance 
to set simple religious minds thinking? Such at least is the 


1 Of the original meaning and early historical significance of 
circumcision, the Priestly Writer shows no sense. Cp. &. B&7d., 
‘Covenant,’ § 6. 

2 For the disregard of 9, it would be unwise to refer to v. 29, where, 
according to MT., m3 is explained by a reference to om, for @ implies 
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ordinary view, though some’? have ventured on the supposi- 
tion that P had an intimate acquaintance with rare Arabic 
words, and identified »-A-1 with the word (found in the 
Kamius) ruham, which, for the sake of ordinary readers, he 
translated into Hebrew as hdmon. Evidently, neither 
explanation is better than a makeshift. We shall presently 
have to examine the text. First, however, we must see 
what can be done with ‘ E]-Shaddai.’ 

As to the origin of this name,’ if the popular religion of 
the Israelites arose in N. Arabia, we are bound to assume 
that the special names of the God of Israel had N. Arabian 
affinities. That this is the case with the names Yahweh 
and Elohim, with El-‘elydn (xiv. 19, 22), El-dlam (xxi. 33), 
and E|-beth-el (xxxv. 7), is shown elsewhere ; there is also 
a strong probability (as we shall in due time see) that Sexo 
an in xlix. 25 is a corruption of Syn waxy, ‘the Steer- 
god of Yerahme’el.’ The latter restoration suggests, as a 
correction of ‘Tw in the parallel line, 77x by, ‘the God of 
Asshur,’ where ‘ Asshur, of course, is the N. Arabian region 
of that name, and is virtually synonymous with ‘ Yerahme’el.’ 
Valuable evidence is also derivable from Dt. xxxiii. 26, 29. 
In v. 26 we meet with the phrase pnw 5x, where pw is 
probably an expansion of 7x; in v. 29 with wr, which 
Hommel would point thy (as an alternative name for 77), 
but which should perhaps rather be pointed 1x (see p. 24). 
Surely it is now not difficult to explain sw 5x, or, as we 
sometimes find, ~w (Num. xxiv. 4, 16, and elsewhere). 
‘Tw has most probably arisen out of an early scribe’s error, 
and represents “Ww, ze. Shiri=Asshiri. It is therefore 
equivalent to ~w, the Sidonian name for on, which prob- 
ably comes from 7 =x, as OI comes from orm. Note 
especially that in Jer. xviii. 14 ‘ty has evidently come from 
‘m= ow. We must also compare yw, to which in Dt. 


num (see ad loc.). Note that Jerome was well aware that the 1 was 
otiose if Abraham is= ‘father of a multitude,’ In the Lzber Interpreta- 
tionis Hebr. Nominum he renders ‘pater videns populum,’ taking > as 
a fragment of ays, but in the Quaestiones he gives ‘pater multarum 
gentium.’ 

1 Against this see Dillmann, Geveszs, 

2 See &. Btb., ‘Shaddai’; ‘Names,’ §117. Meyer, p. 283, note 6, 
has no suggestion. 
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xxxiii. 26 5x is Plen xed ops xlixy12 $y; Dt. isnt. 717;, Ps: 
cvi. 37, where ow represents oOnwx, ze. the various local 
forms of the god Asshur (see p. 24). 

Next as to the name Abram. That it was originally a 
divine name’ cannot safely be inferred from the supposed 
appropriateness of the meaning, for Abram does not properly 
mean ‘high father, and we find the name ‘ Abiram’ 
(Bab. Abu-ramu) and other names of the same type borne 
by individual men. Nor may we even assert with Winckler 
that Abraham has two names in the tradition, unconnected, 
though the case of Jacob and Israel may well at first 
sight seem favourable to this view. Stucken,” followed by 
Winckler, holds that Abraham corresponds to the mytho- 
logical Tamtiz and Sarah to Ishtar, but this view has at any 
rate no bearing on the name Abraham, and Sarai’s (or 
Sarah’s) relationship to Abram was not necessarily suggested 
by the Tamtiz and Ishtar myth. Possibly Abraham was 
originally a first man, in which case Sarah was at once his 
sister and his wife, a detail which was too firmly fixed in 
tradition to be displaced. At any rate, the identification of 
Abraham with the Nabatzan god Dusares® seems to me to 
lack any great verisimilitude. 

It is, of course, a plausible conjecture that in an earlier 
form of the tradition Abraham had another totally different 
name, but, if so, we have not the means of recovering it. 
Ram and Raham both have the same meaning, for the one 
comes from Aram and the other (through Raham‘*) from 
Yarham or Yerahme’el, and Aram and Yarham or Yerah- 
me’el are virtually the same (see on x. 23). A few parallel 
names help us greatly. In 1 Chr. ii. 9, Ram is a brother, 
and in v. 25 a son,of Yerahme’el. That om or orn is also 


1 On the whole question as to ‘Abram’ and ‘Abraham,’ see 
Néldeke, £. Bzd., col. 1182, and essay in J neuen Retch, 1871, pp. 
508 7; Winckler, G/ ii. 26 ; Baethgen, Beztrdge, pp. 154 7 

2 Astralmythen, p. 18. 

3 In spite of Ed. Meyer’s renewed able defence of this view, of. cé?. 
pp=-267 f-; cp. ZATW vi. 16. On ‘ Dusares,’ see further Cooke, 
pp. 218 f.; Cheyne, Bible Problems, pp. 74 f- 

4 The weakening of om into om1 need not surprise us (cp. on oF in 
xiv. 5). omax might have been mistranslated ‘father of the womb,’ 
Cp. marinp oixtippov (OS 172) = dm 3K, 
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another form of om, appears from 1 Chr. ii. 44, where, in a 
Calebite list, both om and op are most easily explained as 
popular corruptions of om; also from Isa. xxix. 22, where 
G's ov addpicev é€ ABpaay represents a misunderstood 
reading Dm) TID Ir, ‘whom he redeemed from Raham’ 
(ze. Yarham), and from Gen. xlix. 25, where orm, as we shall 
see, represents the divine name Raham or Yarham.’ 

May we now proceed to explain Abram (and its 
Bab. and Ass. parallel Abu-ramu =o 71x) and Abraham as 
‘father of Aram’ and ‘father of Yarham’ respectively ? 
The interpretation of ad as ‘father’ in such names may 
indeed be an old one, but it is certainly incorrect. The 
theory according to which ad or adz, ah or ahz, and hamu or 
hamz in compound proper names refer to the divinity as the 
close kinsman of his worshipper, plausible as it can in some 
cases be made, will not cover nearly all the phenomena, and 
is apparently doubted by such an able scholar as Ed. Meyer. 

A new theory is therefore sadly wanted. It is in the 
highest degree probable that Ix and 01x, like ‘1N by itself in 
iv. 20 etc., and like the x appended (without Makkef) to 
orn in 2 Chr. ii. 12, iv. 16 (so read—see on Ex. xxxi. 6), 
are modified shorter forms of 71N = ‘Any, just as MN and NN 
more than probably are of tmx, and yon or on of ar 

Thus ‘Abram’ and ‘Abraham’ mean _ respectively 
‘Arammite Arabia’ and ‘Yerahme’elite Arabia.’ Cp. the 
Hebrew names Ahiram = Ashhur-Aram, Ah’ab = Ashhur- 
‘Arab ;* also the Babylonian names * Abihar = Arab-ashhar 
(ashhur), Abi-ikamu = Arab-yarhamu, Ahi-ikamu = Ashhur- 
yarhamu ; also the Edomite royal name Malik-ramu,° temp. 
Sennacherib (=Heb. and Phcen. ovsdn), and Bilram 

1 That on> or ony is not only the name of a people, but of that 
people’s God, is shown on chap. i. 

2 Cp. K6nig’s remark as to the ‘extraordinary contraction and 
abbreviation, especially in frequently used expressions’ (Lehrged. ii. 448, 
note 1@). 

® In spite of all that has been said, e.g. by Ulmer (Die semit. Eigen- 
namen, Th. 1, pp. 14 #7), and by BDB, to explain aynx, few will admit 
that they are fully satisfied. From our present point of view, however, 
Ab’ab (= Ahiab, the name of Herod’s nephew) is Ashhur-‘Arab (p. 63, 
note 4). 

4 Peiser, KB iv. 15; Johns, Deeds, iii. 468, 473. 

® So Winckler, KAT), p. 232; Zimmern, p. 467, Aja-rammu. 
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(=Phceen. ody) on a cuneiform tablet found at Tell 
Ta‘annek, where malzk and 671 represent ‘ Yerahme’el’ and 
rim or rammu comes from ‘Aram. It should be added 
that Breasted’ has found in Sheshonk’s list of names at 
Karnak a phrase which may represent p72" Spnp, ‘the 
country of Abram, where ‘Abram’ may, if I am right, be a 
district name, meaning (like the personal name Abram) 
‘Arammite Arabia.” To suppose that it means the ‘field’ 
on which the sacred tree of Hebron (xiii. 18) stood,’ seems 
to me improbable. 

Now as to P’s explanation—so puzzling to the critics— 
‘thy name shall be Abraham, for I appoint thee por 1x 
oy.’ Can this be right? Is it likely that the dignity to 
which the patriarch, according to the original writing, was 
appointed was so vaguely described? It would seem that 
P must have made use of an earlier writing which he 
misread. Corruption there is in any case, and the centre of 
it lies in pon. Now if 5.on (xlvi. 12) and Sonn (1 K. v. 11) 
come from Syn, why should not pom have the same 
origin, for in the change of 7 into nm and of the final } into 
5 there is certainly nothing violent? yam, then, is equivalent 
to orm (jor), and this is a popular modification of the 
great tribal name already mentioned ; for a parallel compare 
‘Baal-hamon’ in Cant. viii 11. This, then, is the original 
form of the twice-uttered divine promise, ‘Thou shalt be 
(or, I appoint thee) father of Rahman (Yerahme’el), to which 
as a gloss is added oy2 (see on ’3, xiv. 2). The meaning 
is, that the people which was to spread so widely and 
become so famous should own the patriarch as its ancestor, 
and that the patriarch himself was to count his ancestorship 
such an honour that he would resign his earlier name 
(whatever it may have been) and adopt the name Ab-raham. 
This suggests that in the earlier form of the narrative 
Ishmael (= Yerahme’el), and not Isaac, was the child of 
promise. Evidently P has dealt very freely with the 
material before him. Of course, the parallels, xxvili. 3, 
XXXvV. II, xlviiil. 4 are based upon the passage as shaped 
by: P. 

1 AJSL, Oct. 1904; cp. Spiegelberg, Aegypt. Randglossen, p. 14. 
2 Ed. Meyer, Dze Israeliten, p. 266. 
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The change of Sarai’s name to Sarah (v. 15) was of 
course necessary to correspond to the change of the name 
of her husband. To account for the phraseology, we must 
suppose that what is now v. 6 lay before the writer already in 
a corrupted form. As for the name wu, Ed. Meyer (p. 270) 
confidently thinks that Sarai represents the divine name 
Sharayat. A goddess so-called is mentioned in an inscrip- 
tion at Bosra in the Hauran beside Dtishara or Dusares (cp. 
ZATW vi. 16). This, however, is in itself difficultvand 
improbable, and it is better to see in Sarai an Arabising 
form of the Hebrew name Sarah. From our present point 
of view the root-letters 1m would seem to belong to a 
N. Arabian ethnic, and it is no mere ‘neckischer Zufall’ 
(Meyer) that ww and “Ww stand together in the list of those 
who (temp. Ezra) put away their Arabian wives (Ezra 
x. 40), for "ww (see on Num. xill. 22) is not derived from 
ww, ‘byssus,’ any more than jww (1 Chr. ii. 31) is derived 
from ww, but comes from one of the most widely current 
of the popular corruptions of yaw = 5xvnw (see on xiii. ik): 
How such a good scholar as Meyer can make such state- 
ments as occur in Dze [sraeliten, pp. 264, note 3, and 265, is 
not easy to say. That ww and “w stand together is a 
consequence of the close relations constantly maintained 
between Judah and N. Arabia. Both are Asshurite or 
Ishmaelite names. 

In further support of this view I must not forget to 
quote the name my, which Néldeke (4. Bzd., ‘ Names, 
§ 35) puts beside Sem as meaning ‘God contends,’ but 
which, like other names of that type, is compounded of two 
much abbreviated names. Most probably 1» =7w—="Nwp ; 
cp. on ‘Israel, xxxii. 29, and note that David’s scribe is 
called both Seraiah and Shavsha (2 S. viii. 17; 1 Chr. 
xviii. 16); ‘Shavsha’ represents Shamsha (= Ishmael), 
and so throws a light on Seraiah. > has a similar 
meaning ; it comes from = = arn. 

The result is that Abraham as the Yarhamite patri- 
arch, and Sarai or Sarah as the Asshurite, correspond, 
and it will be noticed that Asshur and Yerahme’el 
together make up Asshur-Yerahme’el, the primitive home 
of the early heroes. The same may be said of Jacob 
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and Israel,’ the one name being Yerahme’elite, the other 
Asshurite (cp. on xxxii. 29). 

Singularly enough, there is no crisis in the life of the 
promised son which brings about a change of name. Was 
he too unimportant for this in the legendary tradition? 
The view is not unplausible; Isaac has not unfairly been 
styled ‘Abraham’s double. More probably, however, the 
name Isaac remained because, unlike the names ‘ Abram’ 
and ‘Sarai, it was given by a direct divine command. 
And what does ‘Isaac’ mean? Apparently ‘one who 
laughs,’ alluding (it might be) to some birth-story resembling 
that of Zoroaster—that the child laughed aloud as he came 
into the world. Or we might consider that Isaac was 
originally a thunder-god, and compare the grim laughter 
spoken of in Ps. ii. 4. But surely it would be extremely 
odd if the name of any of the patriarchs had come down to 
us without corruption.* Must not pry, like the companion- 
names, be a worn-down form of the original name, and we 
may here derive a suggestion from Amos, in one of whose 
prophecies the ‘high places of Isaac’ and the ‘sanctuaries 
of Israel’ are unexpectedly parallel. How can we account 
for this? Why ‘Isaac’ rather than the seemingly more 
natural ‘Jacob’? Surely there must lurk underneath pnw> 
a name of twofold significance—a name which denoted, not 
only a certain legendary personage, but also some part of 
that N. Arabian border-land with which all the three great 
patriarchs were traditionally connected. Now among the 
place-names which have been found to contain fragments of 
amwr is pwot (xiv. 15, xv. 2), where pw (like Jw in Jwo, 
x. 2) represents the mw in amt; see especially Am. iii. 12, 
where the unintelligible wiy which follows pwnt (mispointed 
in MT.) is certainly a disguised 1x, ze. the district called 
d-m-sh-k is, according to this gloss, synonymous with 
Asshur (= Ashhur). It is probable that pow (in Amos) 

1 Rob. Smith (Kinship, p. 34, note 1) regards Abraham as= 
Judah, and Sarah as = Israel. 

2 De Harlez, Avesta, introd. p. xxv; A. V. Williams Jackson, 
Zoroaster the Prophet of Ancient Iran (1899), p. 27, where ample refer- 
ences are given, é.g. Dinkart, vil. 3, 2 and 25; Plin. W/V vii. 16, 15. 


3 It is not enough to suppose with Ed. Meyer (ZATW vi. 7) that 
the original form was Yishakel. 


19 
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is amore correct form than pny, and that mt or pw has 
come from tx,’ the remaining letter p or m being an 
expansion such as we sometimes find in by-forms of proper 
names. The same origin may be assigned to piyy, a place- 
name in the Isaac-story (xxvi. 20), and to the Naphtalite 
name 5yxrp (xlvi. 24). 

There are still some textual corrections which call for 
mention. That 5 is often a corruption of some shorter 
form of 5xom, has been pointed out already. See on 
xiv. 14, and note that in Jer. ii. 16 sound method requires 
us to read 37 Sear ma on [5] San agi, ‘Is Israel (as) 
Arabia unto me? is he (as) the house of Yerahme’el’? 75» 
(Sp) and rn were transposed for an evident reason, and so 
too in Gen. xvii. 12, 13,23, ma PS, Joa WS, and [y]Jm2 bya 
represent ‘amm2. Observe, too, that there is a parallel 
phrase indicating that by those who come of the ‘house 
of Yerahme’el’ the narrator means us to understand ‘ pur- 
chased slaves’ (see on xii. 16, assuming that the country 
where Abram sojourned was Misrim, not Misraim). One 
of the two parallel phrases is probably a gloss. 

With regard to other supposed circumcision-legends, 
see on Ex. iv. 18-26, Josh. v. 2 7 For ethnological illus- 
trations I see that Driver and H. P. Smith have already 
referred to Spencer and Gillen’s Native Tribes of Central 
Australtza (1899). See, further, on xxiv. 2, 9, and E. Bzb., 
‘ Circumcision.’ 


1 Cp. wr 150 (Josh. x. 13, etc.), and ame (following 737%") in 
1 Chr. iv. 36, where wand me’ may both reasonably be traced to -wx 
or Wnwx, 
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ABRAHAM gives hospitality to three wayfaring men. 
Who they were he knew not. They were, however, 
messengers from the higher world; or rather, if we rightly 
interpret the meaning of the present narrator, two were 
messengers, and the third was Yahweh himself.’ Abraham 
ismiiere “depicted’as jan ideal) host. (cp. xix. 2, 3),0 Ads 
dressing himself to the chief of the three, he sues for the 
privilege of entertaining them. There was much to give an 
edge to his curiosity, for the ‘men’ had, as it were, dropped 
upon him from the clouds. But neither at the opening of 
the meal (which was worthy of so rich a host and such 
distinguished guests) nor afterwards did he allow himself 
to ask questions. It is rather the strangers who permit 
themselves to do so. His wife Sarah was not in attendance ; 
she was in her tent (cp. xxiv. 67). The reward of such 
hospitality must therefore be notified to Abraham in her 
absence. It is presumably the leader of the party who 
does this, not, in the original story, in his own name alone. 
To this Abraham listens in reverent silence. We may 
compare the story of the announcement of the birth of 
Samson, where Manoah’s wife, who was its privileged hearer, 
thus describes the event to her husband,‘ A man of God 
came to me; his countenance was like that of Mal’ak- 
Elohim, very terrible; but I asked him not whence he was, 
nor told he me his name’ (Judg. xiii. 6). We may ask 
therefore, Did Abraham, as the words fell from the Speaker’s 
lips, guess who he was, viz. at the least ‘a man of God,’ but 


1 Eusebius (Onom. Sacra, 210, 70-72) calls them angels, and says 
that they were worshipped by the heathen. Cp. Meyer, Dze Jsrael. 
p. 263. 
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not impossibly Mal’ak-Elohim himself?* The point is left 
undetermined. Sarah, at any rate, gives occasion to the 
Speaker to show that he is a ‘searcher of the heart.’ She 
laughs incredulously within herself, and when reproved, 
timidly denies the fact. But the great Being, who is so 
thoroughly human (see pp. 7, 15), and yet so free from human 
limitations, insists that she did laugh (wv. 12-15). 

In the present form of the story the bright appearance 
of the three ‘men’ is so veiled that at first they are not 
recognised as divine. In its earlier form the recognition 
of their true character may have been more complete. The 
number three would of itself suggest to Abraham the greatest 
possibilities, and their majestic bearing must soon (cp. Judg. 
xiii. 6) have produced certainty. Men they were indeed, 
but god-men ; in short, the members of that supreme council 
of Elohim of which Yahweh was the president and director.’ 
For the divine viceroy of earth, best known as Mal’ak- 
Yahweh, was not always the sole revealer or performer of 
the purpose of the Heavenly Ones concerning human beings. 
The divine triad sometimes willed to make a tour of inspec- 
tion together (cp. Gen. xi. 7). 

The same germs which produced the beautiful story of 
the Divine Visit to Abraham developed in a similar way 
elsewhere. We have already called to mind the journey 
of the divine Ennead related by an Egyptian tale-writer, 
which issued in a beneficent act to a lonely man (see p. 74). 
Similar things are also said of divine triads. Thus, in the 
Edda, Odinn, Heenir, and Loki go about in company ; and 
Ovid* has retold the myth of Hyrieus, a man of Tanagra 
in Bceotia, who entertained Zeus, Poseidon, and Hermes, 
z.é, according to Jensen,’ Bel, Ea, and two messengers, 
and whose wish for a son in his old age was gratified by 
the gods. The story of Philemon and Baucis® may also 
be referred to, though it is, of course, most parallel to the 


1 See on xvi. 7, where it is shown that Mal’ak is an edifying trans- 
formation of Yerahme’el. 

2 Cp. Isa. vi. 8, and see p. 15. 

3 Fastt, v. 495-540; cp. Stucken, Astralmythen, pp. 211 ft 

4 Das Gilg.-Epos, p. 307, note 2. 

5 Ovid, Met. vil. 626-721. 
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story of Lot. There may have been many such tales of 
journeying deities in N. Arabia and Palestine, though the 
only one that has come down to us in some fulness (xi. 1-9 
having been cut down) is xviii. 1-15. The affinity of the 
story to tales of the Dioscuri has been pointed out by 
Stucken (Astralmythen, pp. 83, 211) and Rendel Harris 
(Cult of the Heavenly Twins). 

That in the original story three gods must have been 
spoken of, is convincingly shown by Gunkel, but who the 
three gods were, this able critic does not tell us. Pre- 
sumably, however, they were not Yahweh and the Kabiri 
(as Dr. Rendel Harris supposes), but Yahweh, Asshur 
(or Ashtar), and Yerahme’el? (see p. 16). The two latter 
appear to have been often viewed as united (see on 
xvi. 13 4), just as Yahweh was popularly viewed as united 
to Yerahme’el. Later Jewish teachers, however, supposed 
that the ‘three men’ were three angels, Michael, Gabriel, 
and Raphael.2 This was in accordance with their funda- 
mental theory respecting Michael, who was the chief link 
between a transcendent deity and the world of men. They 
were really not so far wrong, if 5s.» is virtually a substitute 
for [Mim] yx5p, and if both Sxom and Ixbp are trans- 
formations of the N. Arabian divine name 5xamn, and the 
great Being whom they both represent is an honourably 
degraded deity. When, however, this story was originally 
written, Yerahme’el was a true and full divinity, second 
only to Yahweh. It was one of the writers symbolised as 
J who converted the three divinities of the original story 
into three messengers, a step which was doubtless approved 


1 See the above-mentioned works. Surely Yahweh and the Kabir 
(in Pheenician mythology) would make a company of eight. 

2 To suppose that in the earliest form of the story the company 
consisted of the Babylonian gods Bel and Ea and two messengers 
(Gilgamesh and the pilot of the ship of the deluge) is too hazardous 
for me, but not for Jensen (Das Gile.-Epos, p. 307, note 2). 

3 Bereshith rabba, par. 48; cp. Voma, 37a. The old mosaics in 
Sta. Maria Maggiore at Rome, according to O. Richter, represented 
Abraham as visited by the Logos and two attendant angels. The 
historical connexion between the Logos and the divine Being Yerah- 
me’el (John i. 1, etc., Prov. viii, 22-31), and between the Logos and 
the Messiah and Michael (Rev. xix. 13, 15 f, xil. 7), is clear (see 
p. 60, with note 4). 


294 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


by the religious authorities, and is parallel to the conversion 
of ‘ Yerahme’el- Yahweh’ into ‘ Mal’ak-Yahweh, ’z.e. ‘ Yahweh’s 
messenger. To a later writer, however, who must also be 
symbolised as J, this did not appear the best mode of 
representation. According to him, one of the three was 
Yahweh; the other two, who went on to Sodom, were 
messengers.’ This is the view expressed in xviii, 17-109, 
22 6-33.a. Hence ‘the men’ in v. 22.@ came to mean ‘the 
two men, whereas originally it meant ‘the three men.” A 
redactor made still further changes, turning the plural in 
WU; 2) YO, 13, T4;2into the singular, and inserting” an 
(xviii, 1, 13); @ also‘reads «al ecivey in v. 5. For a 
fuller sketch of the various literary phases, see Gunkel’s 
commentary, and for a different view Stade, A/¢ttest. Theol. 
i. 98. Neither Stade nor Gunkel, however, points out that 
‘1 in xix. I (see below) records an earlier reading of the 
highest importance. 

Three or four points have yet to be mentioned. The 
simplest is in v. 3, where read 14x with Dillmann. Simple, 
too, is that in v. 1, where the MT. states that the theophany 
was ‘by the terebinths (or sacred trees) of Mamre,’ but 
where @ (pds 7H Sput) presupposes, not 25x, but pox 
(cp. xii. 6). As v. 4 shows, @’s reading is correct. It 
was the sacred, and perhaps originally oracular tree (cp. 
Judg. iv. 4, 5), near which Abraham dwelt. The third 
point is that the second visit to Abraham, announced in 
XVili. 10, 14, is not recorded. And the fourth is that the 
story of the promise of a son to Abraham and that of the 
destruction of Sodom were originally independent. They 
were brought together by J, who, with artistic economy, 
made a single visit of the Heavenly Ones suffice for a 
twofold object. 


1 Sievers, who claims to have separated quite smoothly a Yahweh- 
version of the story from a Three-men-version, seems to me to have 
used a wrong clue. 

2 Similarly in xiii. 18, xiv. 13, Dt. xi. 30. See Wellhausen in 
Bleek’s Eznleztung,” p. 643. 


ABRAHAM’S INTERCESSION (GEN. XVII. 16-33) 


A LINKING passage. Originally it consisted of vv. 16, 
20-22. Later on, a deepening interest in the general 
religious problem of the suffering righteous prompted 
the inserted verses, the style and phraseology of which 
remind us of Deuteronomy. The writer had the feeling 
that Yahweh could not have withheld his intention from 
his friend Abraham, to whom he had already promised 
such a great future. So the patriarch drew near, and began 
to plead for guilty Sodom. He would not palliate its 
offences, but might there not ‘be some righteous men even 
in Sodom? It would surely be unjust to destroy the 
righteous with the wicked. Again and again he renewed 
his pleading, and obtained a promise that even ten righteous 
men should be enough to save the city. Jensen’s view 
that the intercession is really a reflexion of Ea’s intercession 
with Bel in the Babylonian deluge-story (Gzlg.-Epos, p. 300) 
is far-fetched. As to textual errors,‘I will go down, etc. 
(v. 21), may be put down to the redactor ; the original text 
may have had ‘let us go down’ (cp. xi. 7). Also, with 
Wellh., Ball, Holz., and Gunkel, we should probably adopt 
the old Jewish reading, ‘ax 155 Joy Ty MIM (v. 224). 
The words were probably altered out of reverence, because 
‘standing before any one’ might be taken to mean ‘serving 
him,’ 
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Lot, like Abraham, proves the reality of his religion 
by his scrupulous regard to hospitality. (Abraham and 
Lot—were they not the Hebrew Dioscuri, who were 
specially the guardians of hospitality?) But Lot is 
worse off than Abraham; the common feeling of his 
city is against him. Indeed, not only the inhabitants 
of Sodom but all the Ashhurites (see below) give hateful 
proof of their solidarity in wickedness. All that remains 
is for the divine ones to save Lot and his relatives from 
the impending catastrophe. At daybreak, then, Lot, being 
warned, leaves the city, but only his two daughters can be 
induced to follow him. The divine ones (who have been 
converted into ‘messengers’) urge them to hurry, but Lot, 
who is fearful of destruction, obtains permission to take 
refuge in the city of Zoar (so called, from the terms in 
which Lot framed his petition). After sunrise the blow 
falls on the guilty city and its neighbourhood. 

The text of this section is specially corrupt. Apart 
from the ordinary sources of corruption, the deep interest 
of the subject for later ages naturally led to alterations. 
Not only have the original ‘three men’ become ‘the (two) 
messengers, but it is probable that the references to Lot’s 
wife (xix. 15 f, 26; contrast v. 12) and the whole of the 
Zoar-episode are subsequent insertions. The traditional 
view of the text of these supposed references needs a close 
examination. And as to the Zoar-episode, most probably 
it is no part of the original story, but. was inserted, not to 
account for the escape of a single fruitful piece of land, but 
to justify the popular etymology of the name ‘Zoar.’ To 
these points, however, we shall return presently. 
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The main body of narrative relates the awful judicial 
catastrophe which befell Sodom (wv. 13), or, as elsewhere 
Stated ) (Vv, 24,0235 cp. xviii. 20, xiii. 10), Sodom ‘and 
Gomorrah. The description of the phenomena has given 
rise to various scientific hypotheses, as, for instance, that the 
calamity began with an earthquake, continued with furious 
eruptions, and ended with the submerging of the destroyed 
cities by the waters of the Dead Sea.’ Against this, how- 
ever, we must urge, with Prof. Lucien Gautier, that ‘the 
text of Genesis speaks of a rain of fire and brimstone, and a 
pillar of smoke rising to heaven, but neither of an earthquake, 
nor of an igneous eruption, nor of an inundation.’ ? 

But the particular details of the catastrophe are of 
comparatively little importance. The essence of the story 
does not even lie in the view that the calamity referred to 
was a fire-deluge (or, as Stucken calls it, a dry deluge), as 
opposed to the water-deluge that preceded it. What is 
primarily meant is that another age of the earth’s history 
(ze. strictly, of N. Arabian history) came to an end by a 
supernatural agency, and that that history had to make a 
fresh start. In Peruvian folklore, it is true, we find the 
fire-deluge brought pretty close up to the water-deluge. 
This, however, is not the most thoughtful view, considering 
what we have found in the case of the deluge. It is, in fact, 
a waste of catastrophic energy to bring the two great similar 
events too near one another. Nothing but the experience 
of the faultiness of the present human race could adequately 
justify a fresh destruction such as that which has attached 
itself to the names of Sodom and Gomorrah, and which 
originally must have been localised in the region of the 
myth-framers or myth-adapters, viz. the region of Yerahme’el 
or N. Arabia. 

Local stories of this kind are extremely common. They 
are probably weakened versions of stories of a larger scope. 
They have, however, retained that didactic element which 
must. very early have infused itself into such stories. It 
was held that in course of time the corruption of the race, 
or of the population of some particular district, reached so 


1 See Blanckenhorn, ZDPV xix. 1-59 (1896), xxi. 65-83 (1898). 
4 £,Bitb., “Dead: Séag-6-7. 
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great a height that a portentous judgment had to take 
place.’ In Arabia the ruined cities or villages of such 
impious populations are called maklibdt, ‘overturned ones,’ 
which is parallel to the technical term mahpckah, ‘ over- 
turning,’ used of the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah 
in the O.T.2 E. H. Palmer? refers to the great stones at 
the base and on the summit of Jebel Madara, which are 
said to have been rained down from heaven to destroy an 
inhospitable folk. The traces of a deluge-myth in Arabia 
are, in fact, but few. And yet there is no reason which 
absolutely prohibits the view that N. Arabia had a true 
deluge-myth of its own, and that such a myth underlies the 
present story of Sodom. Certainly the occurrence of JaT 
in xix. 25, 29, is not in this way prohibitive, for this verb 
can be used with much laxity (see Job xii. 15). 

Before proceeding further, let it be remarked that the 
story of Sodom is plainly a N. Arabian one. We may 
infer this, not only from its coming after stories already 
proved to be Yerahme’elite, but from the impossibility of 
explaining certain doubtful names and phrases except upon 
this hypothesis. Note especially the gloss on o7D ‘Winx in 
xix. 4, and the most probable form of the account of the 
judgment in v. 24. op has already been explained (see 
on xiv. 2); most probably it comes from DDN, 2.2. ON TTR. 
Similarly 7 ny, like 7av7 in x. 7, comes from oN ( = Sx) 
with the feminine termination. It is just possible, indeed, 
that the so-called Gomorrah (youoppa) may be a legendary 
double of ‘Sodom.’ But, however this may be, it will be 
seen from the criticism of an earlier passage (xiii. 10) that 
the region supposed to be destroyed by the calamity was 
located, not beside the Dead Sea, but in the southern 
border-land, possibly not far from the region in which early 
tradition placed the land of Eden. Moreover, in dealing 


1 See Cheyne, Mew World, June 1892, pp. 236-245. 

2 See £. Bzb., ‘Sodom,’ § 4. On the phrase onbx nasqn, see 
Wellh. on Am. iv. 11, who remarks that ondx indicates a non-Israelitish 
origin for the legend. This, however, is only half the truth. The 
other half is that on>x in this phrase has come from $xony (cp. p. 69) ; 
that is, the original story of Sodom gave the divine Judge the name 
Yerahme’el. 

3 Desert of the Exodus, p. 416. 
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with the deluge-story in chaps. vi.-viii. we have found reason 
to hold that an early form of that tradition represented the 
deluge as overwhelming Yerahme’elite Arabia, and the ark 
as settling on the mountain of Ashtar (cp. on Dt. iii. 17). 
It now becomes natural to conjecture that the original story 
of the calamity of Sodom was one form of the Yerahme’elite 
deluge-story. And the conjecture is confirmed by the 
discovery of a series of parallelisms between the Hebrew 
and Babylonian deluge-stories on the one hand and the 
narrative in Gen. xix. (revised text) on the other. Here is 
the list; it should be added that Jastrow too (RBA 507) 
has noticed the parallelism between the story of Sodom and 
that of the deluge. 


A B 


1. The righteous man ‘ Noah’ 1. The righteous 
(vi. 9), or rather Hanék, or, as (xix. 1-8). 
the great Babylonian story said, 
Ut-napistim. 


man, Lot 


2. Vexation of Yahweh (vi. 6), 
Anger of the divinity against the 
Babylonian city of Surippak. 

Z. 0 fesh* had , become 
corrupt (vl. 11-13). The city of 
Surippak was /adiv, te. ‘impure’ 


(Babylonian story, Zimmern, 
line 14, if the emendation is 
correct). 


4. The divine revelation to 
‘Noah’ (vi. 13 ff). Ea’s mes- 
sage to Ut-napistim. 

5. A long-continued, destruc- 
tive rain-storm (vil. ro-12, 17 ff) 
on Yerahme’elite Arabia (vii. 4). 
A similar storm on the city of 
Surippak.! 


' 2. Anger of the Elohim against 
the city of Sodom, or Hasram 
(xix.). 
3. The culminating act of 
wickedness (xix. 4-11). 


4. The divine revelation to 
Lot (ax 735 “Cp. Xvill. 207.) 


5. A long-continued, destruc- 
tive rain-storm (vli. 10-12, 17 f/.), 
on the cities of the whole of 
Yerahme’el (xix. 24 /.). 


1 Tt is assumed here that a tradition of a storm which overwhelmed 


Surippak has been fused with the tradition of a far larger flood in the 
deluge-story of the GilgameS epic (see Jastrow, Rel. of Bab. and Ass. 
p. 507, and cp. £. B7zb., ‘Deluge,’ § 22). It is not asserted that even 
the former tradition is historical, nor denied that the deluge-myth in 
its earliest form—earlier than the earliest known Babylonian or 
Yerahme’elite myth or legend—related to the whole earth. 
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6. ‘Noah’ and his family 6. Lotand his family delivered 
delivered (vi. 13, 234); also of (xix. 15 ff). 
Ut-napistim and his household. 

7. The ark grounds on the 7. Lot warned to escape to 
mountain of Ashtar (viii. 4). the mountains [of Yerahme’el] 
The ship grounds ~on the (xix. 17). 
mountain of Nisir. 


It will be noticed that under B4 a reference has been 
given to a passage in the account of the visit of the ‘three 
men,’ z.e. the three Elohim, to Abraham (xviii. 20 f). The 
reason is that the statement relative to the investigation of 
Sodom’s crimes is practically equivalent to a revelation of 
the judgment upon the city and neighbourhood. That the 
matter should be disclosed to Abraham suggests a minor 
question which for completeness’ sake I have to raise, viz. 
whether there may not have been another version of the 
deluge-story (I assume that the judgment on Sodom was 
originally of water, and not of fire), according to which 
Abraham, and not Hanok or Lot, was the name of the 
righteous man whom the Elohim delivered. I may also 
refer to the significant parallelism between ‘Elohim remem- 
bered Noah’ (viii. 5) and ‘Elohim remembered Abraham’ 
(xix. 29). The theory here suggested is that when redactors 
adapted or harmonised the story of Sodom, they left these 
two indications that the story had once had a different form, 
in which Abraham was the name of the representative of 
the second human race. And since Abraham now becomes 
identical with Noah or Hanok, we may perhaps consider 
‘Abraham’ (Arab-Yerahme’el) to have been originally a 
cognomen or title of the man to whom deliverance was 
vouchsafed. However this may be, the original story 
simply related that a single righteous man, with his family, 
received timely warning that those among whom he sojourned 
had displeased Yahweh by a gross violation of his laws,’ and 
that Elohim saved him from destruction. For a violent 
rain-storm arose, submerging the whole of the guilty land of 


1 Cp. Ezek. xvi. 49 f It is not improbable that Asmodzeus 
(Ashmedai), the lustful demon in Tobit, derives his name from ‘S&éddm’ 


(Sodom); the corrupt reading ‘Sédom’ had no doubt already arisen. 


Cp. Lilith, the name of the female counterpart of Ashmedai, which may 
ultimately come from Yerahme’elith. 
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Yerahme’elite Arabia. Such was probably the earliest form 
of the ‘Sodom ’-story. 

The original story, however, underwent various modifica- 
tions. Lot, the son of Haran (ze. Haran), otherwise called 
Lotan, son of Seir the Horite—in either case an Ashhurite 
(see on xi. 31)—was substituted for Abraham, and a floating 
story of mythic origin, but in an altered form, was attached 
to the story of Lot, to explain and justify the wrath of the 
Elohim. After this a legend was inserted to account for 
the name Zoar. Ldot had taken refuge there, by permission 
of the Elohim, because it was a ‘little’ city. Lastly, cor- 
ruption in the text of xix. 24 suggested that the scene of 
the traditional story must have been in that ‘awful hollow,’ 
that ‘bit of the infernal regions come to the surface’ which 
was at the southern end of the Dead Sea. And a fragment 
of the formations of rock-salt at Jebel Usdum, to which a 
myth like that of Niobe may already have become attached, 
was, naturally enough, transferred to the altered legend, and 
identified with Lot’s wife; the ‘looking behind’ ascribed to 
the latter was also in full accordance with mythology, and 
fitted in with the strange-looking ‘pillar of salt’1 So 
urgently necessary is it to examine the textual basis of 
ingenious and attractive mythological theories. 

Let us now turn to passages which in their corrected 
form are important for the theory of the narrative which 
appears to me the most probable. Much of the text is 
sound, but there are some very suspicious words and groups 
of words. 

(a) First, as tothe two messengers’ in xix, 1. As 
soon as we grant that v. I is the continuation of xviii. 22 a, 
we see that the original subject of the verb (WWI) must 
have been pwonT. Dillmann thinks that a later writer 
substituted o»xdSor for clearness, but does not account for 
the prefixed 12%. Why should the narrator say either ‘the 
two men’ or ‘the two angels’? His view evidently was 
that one of the three men was Yahweh, and that the other 


1 On the affinities of the story see Peters, Harly Hebrew Story, 
pp. 145 7; E. H. Palmer, Desert of the Exodus, ii. 478 f-; W. R. 
Smith, Re/. Sem.) p. 88, note 2; and especially Stucken, Astralmythen, 
pp. 83, 110, 231, 240, 388. 
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two were angels. To say that the two angels came to 
Sodom is confusing; it might conceivably suggest that 
there had originally been more than two angels. Positive- 
ness is in this case fully justified; ‘2m is a piece of an 
indistinct owax[7]. When in all good faith 2m had been 
wrongly read, it became natural ‘for clearness’ to read 
spndnin. 

(6) Next, as to mypo ov 52 (v. 4). Is it likely that, 
as BDB affirm, myp is ‘a condensed term for what is included 
between extremities=the whole’? £.g, can ynn ‘pn, 
xlvii. 2, mean ‘from the entirety of his brethren, even if we 
venture further to say that the sense is suitable? In Jer. 
li. 31 can mpd yy be rendered ‘the city as a whole’? In 
Isa. lvi. 11 can yp, literally ‘from its end, mean ‘from 
its whole, and can this be =‘ina body’? The same doubt 
applies to oym mypn, I K. xii. 31, xiii. 33, and to amypn, 
Judg. xviii. 2, 2 K. xvii. 32, where BDB explain ‘pn ‘from 
the whole of” In accordance with corrections elsewhere, 
it is best to read 77x oy-59, ‘all the people of Ashhur’ 
(omitting the second » as dittographed). This may be a 
gloss on o1D ‘Win, for o1D (see above) = Ashhur-Aram. 
The place meant is the capital of a district in Ashhur- 
Yerahme’el. Cp. v. 24 (revised text), where the devastated 
region is called ‘ Asshur’ or ‘ Ashhur,’ 

(c) Of pANSr-w2 in v. 9 BDB say, ‘literally, approach 
thither, ze. move away. This may be theoretically possible, 
but is not probable. Now it so happens that nNdm in MT. 
ismoften’ corrupt. (see @g. Ol) “Xxx, 21,01 5. xaos 
v. 27); probably it is so here, as indeed the warning Pasek 
before /St-w2 suggests, and comes from 5xnrm. The second 
y7MN is equally suspicious. I have found cases in which 
this word too must have come from Sxormp. I can see no 
difficulty in supposing that ‘x represents a /mm> which was 
a correction of the impossible AxbSm. Not impossibly too, 
qmnxit has been produced out of an ill-written -mwx; but 
more probably the copy before the scribe had tmxmmnn, 
and the first three letters fell out through their close 
resemblance to what followed. Lastly, as to wx. Why 
may it not, like ‘2m in v. 1, come from wax? The result is 
that it is best to read 42) ToNT ITs Seo (wax THON, 
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‘and the men of Yerahme’el-Ashhur said, The single one 
(there), etc. The phrase ‘the men of Yer.-Ashhur’ is 
synonymous with ‘the men of Sodom’; see on mypn, v. 4. 

(2) In v. 15 oNdT is really inconsistent with ow INT 
in v. 16. For the latter implies that the persons spoken of 
were divine. 

(e) In v. 16, why has no one pointed out the unsuitable- 
ness of Tomony after wen? ‘As the morning-grey 
appeared, they pressed Lot, saying, Rise, take thy wife, and 
thy two daughters who are here, lest thou perish by the 
guilt of the city ; and the men seized him by the hand, etc. 
After what is said in v. 14 how could Lot have dawdled? 
Note the warning Pasek after ‘nm, and read (following the 
precedent of the correction of ‘onm in Judg. iii. 26) oxS>xary, 
a gloss on Wy (v. 15). Is a confirmation of this wanted? 
It is found in the parenthesis yoy % nbnra. It is true, 
these words are quite susceptible of exegesis. They may be 
meant to convey the impression that the destroyers were 
but messengers of Yahweh, and that the ministers had to be 
urgent because Yahweh would be displeased if anything 
happened to Lot. But is this satisfactory? One would 
gladly be without the interruption, and who needed to be 
told that Yahweh showed clemency to Lot? Experience 
elsewhere suggests as the original oxbxom written twice 
over (in the first, 7 corresponds to MTs 1; in the second, 
to }). <A gloss on Wy. 

(7) How comes it that the city is called in v. 22, not 
qyzo, but ayix? The fact is troublesome, especially when 
we notice that both yy x7 and xi /o Noo (v. 20) have 
the appearance of glosses. It would seem that the author 
of these glosses read the name of Lot’s city of refuge as 
yuo. But, if so, what geographical or ethnographical 
connexion has this name? And may we infer that where- 
ever the name 4y¥ or Yi¥ occurs, it is to be regarded as a 
popular distortion of ayxm? The truth may be that the 
only accurate form of the name of the city is thzn, but that 
(as in Ps. lxxxiii.. 8, Ixxxvii. 5) this was often shortened 
into yy, and that this again was popularly expanded into 
syix. An early scribe who knew this wrote twice over the 
marginal corrections ‘that is, ayxn, and ‘is it not (rather) 
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syzo?’ It so happens that ay¥o 77 occurs in Ps. xlii. 7, 
where (though another view may be possible) it is probably 
a gloss on ONOIW JT py, or rather Porn prt par, where 
the stream Yarhon and the mountain Hermon (from oam= 
‘arm), are in the N. Arabian border-land. 

(g) Our next question is difficult alike to ask and to 
answer. Are the critics of to-day satisfied with the usual 
interpretation of v. 24? ‘Yahweh had caused to rain 

... from Yahweh out of heaven. Can mim have two 
meanings in the same sentence, (1) the God who avenges 
his broken moral laws, and (2) heaven (see Hommel, Gz. 
p. 177, note 4), as the source of meteorological phenomena ? 
Upon this theory we must at any rate delete D»nwiT-;D, as a 
prosaic, even if correct gloss. It is improbable, however, 
that mm can mean ‘heaven’ or even ‘the heaven-god.’ 
Ewald (Gesch. ii. 223) compares for the latter meaning 
Mic. v. 6, but there ‘dew from Yahweh’ does not mean ‘ dew 
from heaven,’ but ‘dew which from its preciousness is to be 
accounted a special gift from God.’ Consequently we are 
led to doubt whether the reading m7 mn is correct. The 
first TT may stand; it is not likely that it has been sub- 
stituted by J for ‘the men. ‘Yahweh’ may be mentioned 
as the leader and director of the divine triad (=‘the men’). 

(4) ‘Caused to rain brimstone and fire’ Is this right ? 
In v. 25 it is said that Yahweh ‘overturned’ all that 
region. The word does not accord with brimstone and fire, 
but does suit water as the destroying agent (cp. Job xii. 15, 
and Duhm’s note). May not one therefore apply methodical 
criticism to the text? Taking this course, I have been led 
to this result—[n0x1 my] mayb oto-Sy peat mm 
oynwit-jo ov mx, ‘and Yahweh had caused it to rain on 
Sodom and on Gomorrah [Gomorrah and Asshur] a hundred 
days from heaven. mpi may come from many (cp. @’s 
Touoppa); so 793 from 493, vi. 14 (see note); wr, as in 
122K, and like tx in ix. 20, etc. from wg ; MrT (second 
time) from mm, and this from o (=o, as in Pheenician). 
The plausibility of the view that the Sodom-story is really 
another version of the N. Arabian deluge-story has been 
shown already (see introd.). 

(2) V. 25 is but slightly more defensible. ‘Those cities, 
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and the whole &zkar, and all the inhabitants of the cities ’"— 
can this be called good Hebrew style? The gloss-theory 
may, of course, be applied, but not to the text in its present 
form. Experience, however, will at once suggest a remedy. 
Sw (like m5xx, see on Isa. x. 10) is a possible corruption of 
Sear, and ‘aw (see on iv. 20) of Sxynwm. There remains 
ony. Not unfrequently ony proves to be a corruption, 
most commonly perhaps of ovny. It is very possible, 
however, that the final o has arisen through a wrongly 
affixed sign of abbreviation (‘mym), and that an earlier 
reading was “nx. Now mx and mx often represent 
Timwx and “cmws respectively. © Thus we get  JpaTm™ 
[ams-Sevne~S. om] oot-S> om Senrt—pms-mn, 
‘And he overturned Ashhur-Yerahme’el and the whole 
kikkar, to which is added, as a gloss on ‘the whole &zkkar, 
‘all Ishmael-Ashhur. Ishmael- or Yerahme’el-Ashhur was, 
of course, the name both of a region and of a city, just as 
Miss6r, though generally the name of a region, can also be 
(see on v. 20) that of a city. 

(2) And now as to the very brief record of the fate of 
Dors wife (v. 26). The Hebrew is unexceptionable. It 
is certain, too, that Wisd. x. 7 speaks of a otHdn ados 
as, together with the ‘smoking waste,’ etc., still existing in 
mes writers day (cp. also Jos. Anz, i. 11, 4) Neither 
argument, however, proves the correctness of the text. It 
is no doubt conceivable that the insertion of this episode 
was made subsequently to the alteration of torrential rain 
into showers of sulphur and fire, but reason has to be 
shown why we should not, as in the case of v. 25, seek for 
an underlying text. A reference to local formations of 
rock-salt is only plausible at a first glance. Nothing is said 
about these elsewhere, and if such a phenomenon as a Lot’s 
wife in salt were mentioned, surely it would have been added, 
‘behold, it is hard by the sea of salt(?) unto this day.’ 
Lastly, both a:y27 and mbm elsewhere are corruptions, the 
One. of pat (so Josh) xv. 43; 1 Six.5 [saxo], xili..3 £5 cp. 
on xxxvi. 24), the other of Sxynrm (see on xiv. 3). Nor 
is this all that is suspicious. ‘mx is usually explained 
‘from following him,’ but if the general view implied by the 
text is correct, we ought rather to read 7Mw (see v. 17); 

. 20 
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I do not say that this is correct, but that we ought to look 
underneath the suspicious words, among which I fear I 
must include ynwx, for it appears from vv. 12 and 14 (cp. 
v. 31, ‘our father is old’) that Lot’s wife was already dead ; 
read probably, mw». And now, since all the rest is fading 
away, we must also look beneath mam) and wm), which in 
themselves are unsuspicious, but are not therefore correct. 
The one may have come from maym), the other from 
nit. Thus we get mm pyas sn ‘TP ny maym, ‘and 
the abomination of Ashtor- Yerahme’el, that is, Sibe‘on- 
Yerahme’el.” It would almost seem that Ashtor-Yerahme’el 
and Sibe‘on-Yerahme’el were two names of the same place 
(see on Dt. i. 4), where was a sanctuary with a noted 
idolatrous symbol of the N. Arabian deity. The passage 
thus read will probably be a later interpolation suggested 
by the words ‘and he overturned Ashhur - Yerahme’el’ 
(Ashhur and Ashtor, though different forms, have the 
same meaning). The mistake ynwx, for nw or nwy, 
may have led to the interpolated references to Lot’s wife in 
vu. 15 and 16. 


ORIGIN OF MOAB AND AMMON (GEN. xIx. 30-38) 


THE legend of the origin of the two kindred peoples, 
Moab and Ammon, and of their respective names. It 
traces their existence to the marriage connexion of Lot’s 
two daughters with their father, and it accounts for the 
names ‘Moab’ and ‘Ammon’ by an etymological play 
suggested by the preceding story. It was formerly held 
that the legend was the expression of Israel’s hatred and 
moral contempt for its troublesome neighbours ; that Israel, 
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while admitting its connexion with Lot and therefore with 
Abraham, ascribed it to a grossly incestuous act, for which 
Ed. Bohmer? found a parallel in the tracing of the line of 
Judah’s kings to a primitive incestuous connexion between 
the patriarch Judah and Tamar his daughter-in-law (see 
Gen. xxxviii.). The explanation, however, is in both cases 
incorrect. Ancient legend-makers do not pronounce judg- 
ment upon acts which a later age called incestuous in the 
pointed way supposed by the older commentaries (see on 
XXXVili., xlix. 4). The story of the relations between Judah 
and Tamar is probably a figurative recital of the growth of 
clans, the form of which is partly suggested by a myth 
analogous to that of Tamtiz and Ishtar,’ and the tale of the 
connexion between Lot and his two daughters has arisen 
out of the view that Lot was the second founder of the 
human race (ze. virtually, the Yerahme’elite people), just 
as the representation that Sarai was Abram’s sister may 
have sprung from the by no means absurd notion that 
Abram was the first man of the Yerahme’elites. In neither 
narrative is any blame pronounced upon the actors in the 
drama. Tamar is expressly credited with ‘righteousness,’ 
and one’s natural impression on reading vv. 31, 32, 36 is 
that those who told the legend had a feeling of pride in 
Lot's bold, resourceful daughters? The view of Stucken * 
that the story immediately before us is a late transformation 
of a highly archaic detail of a creation-myth is too difficult 
to be considered here in passing. 

The story fits in very well with the myth of the destruc- 
tion of Sodom. Like the survivors from the deluge in the 
original story,’ the survivors from the catastrophe of Sodom 
had no sons, Lot must therefore have left Zoar, which 
seemed too near the destroyed region to be quite safe. A 
cave in the mountains had to be his home, and since there 
were ‘no men in the land’ (ze. in the higher regions of that 
part of the land of Yerahme’el) as husbands for women who 


1 Das erste Buch der Tora, Halle, 1862. 

2 «Tamar,’ as we shall see, has been produced out of ‘ Ramith’ or 
*‘Rammith,’ z.e. the great Yerahme’elite goddess. 

3 See Gunkel’s exposition. 

4 Astralmythen, p. 223, note. 5 Tbid. 
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had lost their bridegrooms, no other course was open to 
Lot’s daughters than that which they adopted. 

It is very possible, however, that the Lot who was the 
traditional father’ of Moab and Ammon belonged to a 
different cycle of legend from that which included the 
Sodom-story. Elsewhere? I have ventured to call him ‘the 
primary Lot, who would be identical with Lotan, the eldest 
of the sons of Seir the Horite (see on xxxvi. 20); possibly, 
indeed, the phrase ‘the Horite’ (misinterpreted ‘the cave- 
dweller’) may have helped to suggest the detail about the 
‘cave. However this may be, a confusion between the two 
Lots was as natural as that between the two Noahs, one of 
whom, it is true, arose by a scribe’s error out of Handk. 
One may add that the drunkenness of Lot is curiously 
parallel to that of Noah (ix. 21), except that it is not made 
clear how Lot obtained the wine. 

Let us proceed to textual matters. (a) It can hardly 
be doubted that v. 30 has undergone redactorial manipula- 
tion. ‘ Dwelt in the mountains’ and ‘dwelt in a (the) cave’ 
can hardly both be correct. The latter may be a gloss. 
And observe (0) that in v. 37 @ inserts Aéyouca éx Tod 
TaTpos pov, presupposing Ixo® (as in Mesha’s inscription). 
So much is right here that the name really is compounded 
of [)]o and ax, and should be grouped with names in which 
as or “x is an element. To explain with Hommel 
(Verhandl. des XIII, Internat. Orient. Kongresses, 1902 ; 
Grundriss, p. 164), ‘his mother is the father’ (ze. that the 
father is unknown or not to be mentioned), is as improbable 
as explaining ox nN ‘mother’s brother,’ yoy» ‘my mother’s 
brother, axmx ‘father’s brother.’* I have to the best of my 
ability shown that 1x or ‘1x as an element in names repre- 
sents any, ‘Arabia’; analogous to this is MX or YNN or "MN 
from yx ‘ Ashhur, and ox or oy or yor from o7N or IY 
(cp. Tmny). The same key must be applied to get the 
original meaning of not a few personal names preserved in 


1 The phrase dené Lot only occurs in Dt. ii. 9, Ps. Ixxxili. 9, and 
perhaps in the true text of Isa. xxv. 7 (see Crit. Bzd.). 

ENS een anb70.,. © ote 

3 For the underlying theory, see &. &£20., ‘Abi, names with,’ and 
cp. S. A. Cook, in W. R. Smith, Azzshzp, p. 185, note 1. 
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N. Semitic inscriptions. Thus Ummu-abia and Abi-ummi 
(Johns, Deeds, iii. pp. 528, 554) spring from corrupt forms 
of the Canaanitish ‘Yerahme’el’ and ‘ Arab.’ So, too, IStar- 
ummi (Jastrow, Germ. ed., i. 160, note 2) and the Pheenician 
minwypx* and yaweax come from forms of ‘Aram’ and 
‘Ashtar, ‘Aram’ and ‘Ishmael,’ respectively. How these 
names were explained under the influence of a long-continued 
religious conventionalising tendency can sometimes, not 
always, be conjectured. See, further, on oman, xvii. 5 ; 
q>ouan, xx. 2; THY, Num. i. ro. ‘Moab, therefore, as 
one can now see, has come from 2x 1MN OF ANDY, 2.¢. IY ON, 
‘Arabian Aram. Also observe (c) that there has been a 
great misunderstanding of the clause introduced by sv. 
‘He is the father of Moab unto to-day’ is neither satisfactory 
nor in accordance with the text-critical facts just now 
referred to. sw, as so often, means ‘that is’; 2N10 “IN 
comes from ’9 wy, ‘Moabite Arabia.’ I shall perhaps be 
attacked for saying that ov ‘ty is also corrupt. But the 
bad sense produced ought to excite suspicion, and experi- 
ence shows us how to correct the words. Both here and in 
Xxxv. 20, where oVYT-TY occurs, as here, without m7,” Ty 
(as often) comes either from t43=777 or (more simply) 
from ‘"y= 25», and nvm from ‘orm (xo). Thus the 
gloss is twofold, and states that 1x10 is a designation of 
(1) Moabitish Arabia, and (2) Yerahme’elite Arabia. The 
two phrases mean the same thing. 

Further (d), that in v. 38, where MT. has ny 32, @ gives 
Appav, 6 vids Tod yévous pov, which Ball follows, only 
inserting 7oN5 before ~ny ja. This is’surely a mistake. 
‘Oy J. comes from ‘wy 122 (Pay /2), written too soon by 
mistake. @ combines two readings. The gloss in the 
Hebrew text on j\Oy, or rather jay (@), should be read, 
following the || in v. 37 4, ‘om Dy pay 22 Ny NW, ‘that is, 
Arabia of the bené ‘Amman, Yerahme’elite Arabia. yoy 


1 The form mnwynox (Cooke, p. 62) is due to late modification under 


-the influence of the tendency referred to. For parallels cp. 7>o72y from 


sory (=’ony ay), and other names of this type. Note in this con- 
nexion 7bonns and na>onns in Phoenicia. Who would call herself ‘ Sister’ 


of a god or goddess ? 
2 @ does not mark the difference. Translators tend to assimilate 


phrases. 
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comes, presumably, from oy, a contraction of ow (=o, 
the southern Aram), and parallel to 1x for ny, with the 
termination }:, ‘belonging to’ In Assyrian, Ammanu is = 
Ammon, both as an ethnic and (see KB iv. 199) as a 
personal name. 

Other views may be recorded. According to Hommel, 
Moab comes from Immo-ab, ‘his mother is the father” As 
for Ammon, he regards ‘Amm, ‘uncle, as a name of the 
moon-god, so that the bené ‘Ammon are ‘sons of the moon- 
god’; cp. walad ‘Amm (children of “Amm), a designation of 
the Katabanians.’ Juynboll, however (7%. 77., 1906, p. 166), 
learnedly maintains that in this connexion ‘»yj2 can only 
mean ‘the son of my father’; similarly yay-dx, ‘to his fathers,’ 
xxv. 8. Learning and sound judgment seem here to be 
parted. Konig, controverting Hommel, asks how the 
Ammonites came to forget the god ‘Amm (on ‘Amm see 
ZDMG xiix. 525 f), after whom they were named (Hebra- 
zsch und Semitisch, p. QO). 


SARAH IN °GHRAR (GEN. XX.) 


HERE we have the first continuous specimen of E’s nar- 
ratives. It tells of Sarah’s adventure in Gerar. Parallel 
stories are xii. 10-20, xxvi. 6-12 (see notes). The passage 
has several points of interest. (a) Geographically, the 
question as to the existence of two Gerars (see discussion in 
FE. Bib., ‘Gerar’) and whether Abimelech may be called a 
N. Arabian. (6) Religiously, the prophetic position of 
Abraham, and the God-fearing character of Abimelech. (c) 


1 Verhandlungen des XIII. Internat. Or. Kongresses, Sekt. v.; Gr. 
pp.140, note 2, 163. 
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Morally, Abraham’s mental reservation. (d) Legally, the 
way in which a double compensation is made to Abraham 
and to Sarah. (e) Commercially, the reference to standard- 
shekels, disclosed by textual criticism. 

With regard to (@), a conclusion is rendered difficult by 
the frequency with which the same names of places or 
districts are current in different parts’ (eg. Misrim and 
Kush, Bethlehem, Shihor, Sarephath, etc.). Even now 
we find this the case in Palestine, and it is much to the 
point that there is, south-west of Azz Gadis, a wady called 
Jertr, in the direction of the Wady el-Arish, and that about 
five miles south of Gaza, there are also ruins called Umm el- 
Jerér. Of the two claimants to be the true Gerar, the 
latter is the more plausible, because (1) the legendary context 
of the story, and (2) the fact that the parallel version of it 
in xij. 10-20 places the adventure of Sarah in Misrim, com- 
pel us to locate Gerar in the N. Arabian border-land (see 
E. Bib.. ‘Gerar’). Another passage which illustrates the 
Muection isp2.Chr xiv. 9 75.13 7, Zeral, thes Kushite is 
there said to have encountered the Judahites under Asa in 
the valley of Sephathah by Mareshah. Evidently there 
was a Yerahme’elite Mareshah (cp. Josh. xiv. 13, 1 Chr. 
ii. 42); at least, we have no reason to suppose that 
there was a place called Sephath or Sephathah near the 
traditional Mareshah. Gerar, then, must have been to the 
south of Mareshah and Sephath ( = Sarephath). 

Three other geographical notes are given us, besides the 
information that ‘he sojourned in Gerar” Inv. 1 Abraham 
is said to have dwelt ‘between Kadesh and Shur,’ and in 
xxi. 34, ‘in the land of the Pelishtim’; and also in xx. I, to 
have ‘journeyed towards the land of the Negeb.’ As to the 
first statement, it favours the view that Abraham’s place of 
sojourn cannot have been far from the well corruptly called 
Beer-lahai-roi, for ‘between Kadesh and Bered’ (xvi. 14) 
cannot mean anything very different from ‘between Kadesh 
and Shur’ (see on chap. xvi.). In a connected narrative 
(xxi. 31) and in the context of the parallel story (xxvi. 33) 
we meet with the ‘ well of Beer-sheba, where ‘Sheba’ is a 


1 It is also not impossible that 72 should rather be 171 (Gedor). 
Cp. MT. and @, 1 Chr. iv. 39. 
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corruption of ‘Ishma’ or ‘Ishmael.’ If so, ‘ Beer-sheba’ 
(Well of Ishmael) and ‘ Beer-lahai-roi’ (Well of Yerahme’el) 
are equivalent, and this is confirmed by a result independ- 
ently attained elsewhere (on xxxi. 33), viz. that the name of 
the god of Beer-sheba was El-Yerahme’el. Of course, the 
name Beer-sheba must have existed in pre-Israelitish days, 
and the well which bore it (xxi. 31) cannot really have been 
dug by Isaac, ze. virtually by Israel. That ‘Beer-sheba’ is 
the place best known to us under that name, cannot be 
affirmed. See, further, on chaps. xxi. xxvi. 

As to the second point, it need hardly be said that the 
true historical Philistines did not dwell in the region referred 
to. Noordtzij’s theory of a ‘ Philistine vanguard’ is unlucky. 
It has long ago been shown! that ornwdp, if the text be 
thoroughly criticised, never means the Philistines of history, 
but is due to a confusion between ‘ Philistines’ and 
‘ Pelethites ’—a thoroughly Yerahme’elite name.” Consider- 
ing that in 1 S. xiv. 6 (cp. xvii. 26, 36) the Pelishtim are 
called ‘these Arelites’ (ze. these Yerahme’elites), we can 
well understand that the phrase ‘the land of the Pelishtim’ 
can be: used in xxi. 32°in a narrower and in 77 34) inva 
broader sense, especially (but this is by no means essential) 
if we hold that n5p and nwbp ultimately come from many, 
for ‘Sarephathites’ (see on x. 14) is certainly capable of a 
broader and a narrower meaning. Now, too, it becomes clear 
that fundamentally the same traditional events can, in chap. 
xii, be placed in Misrim, and in chaps. xx. and xxvi. in 
Gerar. For Gerar, as we have seen, was south of Sarephath, 
which is sometimes apparently represented as the most 
northerly city of Musri (Misrim) in N. Arabia. 

On the third point it is enough to remark that a 
traveller whose steps were bent to the land of Gerar would, 
in the first instance, have to make for ‘the land of the 
Negeb, and that Kadesh, which, according to Num. 


1 See £. Bib, ‘Jerahmeel,’ § 3, and especially ‘Zarephath.’ 
Hommel (G”. p. 158), too, has long distinguished onda from ons, 

2 In 1 Chr. ii. 33 ‘Peleth’ is one of the ‘sons of Yerahme’el’; in 
Num. xvi. 1 he is the father of On, which (see on xli. 45) is a well- 
attested southern name. Cp. also, with Winckler (G/ ii. 184), the 
gentilic Palti and the place-name Beth-pelet, a hypothesis which 
Noordtzij (p. 26) is pleased to call ‘untenable.’ 
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XXXiv. 4, was to the north of the southern boundary of the 
Negeb, was certainly (xx. 1) in the direction of Gerar. 

Thus the Abimelech of this story (as also of xxi. 22 ff, 
xxvi. I #7.) was a N. Arabian. Ed. Meyer’s supposition, that 
the ‘ Philistines’ borrowed personal names from their neigh- 
bours, is needless. The name is N. Arabian, and its bearer 
is so too. That it is borne by a prince of Arvad in the 
Annals of ASurbanipal, and by a governor of Tyre in the 
Amarna letters, is not surprising, because the N. Arabians 
carried both personal and local names with them in their 
migrations. Hence its -most defensible meaning is not 
‘Father is king’ (Gray, etc.), nor ‘father of a king’ (Frazer, 
Adonis, p. 12), nor ‘father of counsel’ (Paul Haupt), but 
‘Arabia of Yerahme’el.”’ It is therefore synonymous with 
Abram, Abraham, Malchiram (inverting), and with the 
Pheenician names Milk-ram and Ar-milk. It could also be 
borne by a woman (75[n]ax in Sabzean),? just as the Hebrew 
names 5 2-1x ne Swear (similar popular corruptions) are 
given to women.® 

This result enables us to explain a very troublesome 

word. in -2, 11. In’ the “text of “Abraham’s sdefence: of 
himself we read, ‘Yea, I thought, Only there is no fear of 
God in this place’; pn properly means ‘only, but how can 
that be right here? Hence one scholar renders ‘ certainly’ ; 
another, ‘at least’; another, combining it with ods Pr; 
‘nothing but fear of God there is not in this place’ But 
surely p. must have come from 'py, ze. opr, which (see on 
Num. xxxi. 8) is a popular corruption of omy=5xorn>. 
“Rekem”* is a~gloss on ‘in this’ plate’ Gerar being’ a 
Yerahme’elite region. 

Passing on to (0), we notice that Abraham was not a 
prophet (v. 7; cp. Ps. cv. 15, reading ‘my prophet’) as 
having been called to proclaim a higher view of God (see 


1 See on Judg. vill. 31; and cp. on ‘Abraham,’ Gen. xvii. 5 ; 
¢ Milcah,’ xi. 29. 

2 H. Derenbourg, RZ/ i. 58. 

3 Another ancient transformation (note Abd-milki in the Amarna 
letters) of abomy (‘ony ’y) is sbb72y. Of course, the origin of the name 
must have been very early forgotten. Similarly, assay (Palmyrene ; 
Cooke, p. 274) may have come from $y2 ay, and ys, in all such names, 
from 5yn, z.e, dxyne”, 
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Jos. Ant. i. 7, 1), but as having a singular degree of intimacy 
with Yahweh, including the privilege of intercession (v. 7 ; 
cp. xvili.. 22 6533).' “That Abimelech. should at jonce 
appreciate this, is not strange. Prophetism was specially 
connected with N. Arabia. So also was the worship of 
Yahweh. The suspicion expressed by Abraham (v. 11) is 
dramatically improbable. What he says must really be 
intended for the Elohist’s contemporaries, who (it is implied) 
ought not to condemn all their N. Arabian neighbours 
indiscriminately. Just so Elijah finds an excellent wor- 
shipper of Yahweh at Sarephath (the ‘Sidon’ of 1 K. xvii. 8, 
if correctly read, is a southern Sidon), and the southern 
Aramzan Balaam, according to the earlier tradition, was a 
true prophet of Yahweh. Similarly, Abimelech was a 
scrupulously religious man, who, though not a prophet, was 
favoured with a vision of Elohim (vv. 3 7; cp. Num. xxii. 90, 
‘Elohim came to Balaam’). The plural qn in v. 13 is 
not used out of regard to Abimelech as a ‘heathen’ 
(Dillm.); a plural verb with Elohim is again used by E in 
xxxv..7. Im both cases there is a reference to the council 
of the Elohim, whose leader and director was Yahweh, and 
who may in primitive no less than in recent times have 
been addressed as .27x (see v. 4), unless indeed »27N is 
substituted for ON = 5x0 (see pp. 54-56, and on xv. 2). 

(c) The mental reservation ascribed to Abraham in v. 12 
is an attempt to relieve the patriarch from the shame of a 
flat falsehood (see xii. 13, xxvi. 7). Truthfulness in speech 
is beginning to be more valued. It is, however, a post- 
exilic psalmist who places truth-speaking on a level with 
acting righteously (Ps. xv. 2). 

(2) The legal interest of v. 16 has been pointed out by 
Gunkel.’ But he goes too far in assuming that the com- 
pensation for an offence to Sarah must have been paid to 
Abraham, because a wife could not acquire property. It is 
sounder doctrine that a wife’s right of property was confined 
to what she received as a gift (cp. Z. Bzd., ‘Family, § 5 (¢). 
In Babylonia, under Hammurabi, a man could present his 
wife with land or goods, and if he made a deed of ,gift, she 
could enjoy it for her lifetime (Code, § 150, cp. 171). On 

1 Cp., however, Winckler, 4OF xxi. 414 f, 
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the same principle, surely, Sarah, with the permission of 
Abraham, could receive a present of money from Abimelech. 
The true text of v. 16 requires this ; >, ‘to thy brother, 
is in itself improbable, and on text-critical grounds should be 
corrected into Synr. (See below.) 

(e) In v. 16 (as also in xxiii. 15 #.) we find a reference 
to the shekel, just as in xxxiii. Ig we may probably find 
the mina of Salekath, Commercial standards of money 
were common in the ancient East, not only in Semitic but 
in Aryan regions (see, for the latter, Meyer, Gesch. Alt. 
iii. 99). Where Salekath was, cannot be determined; the 
name nz>p, however (see on Dt. iii. 10), indicates that it 
was in the region called Ashkal, ze. Ashhur-Yerahme’el. 
It must have been a centre for the Ishmaelite, Yerahme’elite, 
or Midianite merchants, whose standard of money was most 
probably accepted both in the N. Arabian border-land and 
in the land of Judah. A parallel phrase to ‘the shekel of 
Salekath * is’*the shekel of Ashhur’-(Ex: xxx. 13,°M. 
Shekel hakkodesh). 1 hesitate to add 2 S. xiv. 28, however 
tempting the passage (see Cvzz. Bzb. pp. 285 f), but I may 
point out that the ‘cubit of Ishmael’ is most probably 
mentioned in Dt. iii. 11. It is plausible to suppose that the 
Ishmaelite, Yerahme’elite, Ashhurite, or Salekathite standard 
was, like the Phoenician, a derivative of the Babylonian. It 
is also worth stating that several different standards were in 
use in Assyria (see Johns, Ass. Deeds, iii. 542 7). One of 
these was possibly the Salekathite. 

To justify our view we must now scrutinise the text of 
v. 16. As a recent German critic’ has remarked, that 
difficult passage ‘has called forth innumerable explanations.’ 
The trouble begins with 75 syn, which the R.V. (with most) 
renders, ‘it is for thee, but with an alternative version, ‘he is 
for thee’ (so Ibn Ezra and Ewald). The latter rendering 
is peremptorily rejected by Driver, but is really the most 
obvious one, for qrx>S comes just before. We then get 
the unusual phrase ory mp2; how shall we explain it? 
BDB say, ‘covering of the eyes, so that they cannot see 
the wrong; fig. of a present offered in compensation for 
it’ The phrase, however, so understood, is too poetical or 

1 J. Wellecz, OLZ, Sept. 1904, col. 336. 
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rhetorical to be expected here. ‘Veil’ (Onk, Ewald, 
Winckler) would be much more plausible, if there were any 
parallel for such a use. Still more improbable is what 
follows—5) msi Jnx wwwx 55, ‘for all who are with thee, 
and with all’? Grammatical subtlety fails us in such cases 
altogether. The remedy, however, is not far to seek. We 
have to recognise the twofold fact that certain groups of 
letters recur in it in the most unlikely manner, and that 
these groups resemble certain frequently recurring corrup- 
tions of Sxor, Sxvnm, and nooo. The first part of this 
has been noticed by Wellecz,’ who gives a table of the 
recurring groups of letters, but cannot control or connect his 
results by the experience won from the application of the 
N. Arabian key. And yet it is with this experience that 
we must begin. It is usual, whenever emphasis has to be 
laid on the full weight or value, to add to the specification 
of the amount a reference to the commercial standard (see 
above). It is therefore a przorz likely that such a reference 
should occur early in v. 16, and that sw an, which has 
the appearance of being a gloss, should supplement and 
explain this reference. Now there is one word in v. 16 
(just before the gloss) which is in itself so improbable” that 
we must suspect it. It is nnd, which, like prn-by in 
xlviii. 22, has no doubt come from 5xor (4 and 4 con- 
founded) ; the phrase ‘silver of Yerahme’el’ occurs again in 
madih. 'O (cp.! 7 15)0) ) Thus) thesispeech of wAbimelecs 
becomes, ‘ Behold, I give a thousand [shekels] of silver of 
Yerahme’el’; the close of the speech, however, is cuz off by 
the gloss. 

Passing on now to the gloss (v. 16), we must take 75 
and myp) (np)) together. When combined, they represent 
the place-name Salekath (see above, @); mp in xxxiii. 17 
and 7H wp in xxxiii, Ig have, beyond doubt, the same 
origin. Oy, as in xxxviii. 14, 21, most probably comes 
from qyn, ze. Sxvawm (5, as often, passes into 1): S55 must 


1 See article referred to. 

2 We should have expected 7nd, ‘to thy husband.’ It is a poor 
answer that Abimelech wished to emphasise the fact that Abraham had 
called himself Sarah’s brother. Indeed, it is not at all clear that the 
money would have been handed over to Abraham. See above (@). 
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be explained in accordance with the preceding 5); it is a 
fragment of nobp. Wy, as often, should be x, and both 
qmx and 55 mx have come from Syamy, ze. Sxyom. Thus 
the gloss (which is twofold) becomes, ‘surely, that (viz. 
Yerahme’el) is Salekath of Ishmael, Salekath of Asshur- 
Ishmael’; ze. this is the commercial centre from which the 
money-standard is derived. And last of all comes Abime- 
lech’s closing word, mm, ‘and so thou art justified 
(righted).’ The whole verse now runs thus, 727 3ox Tawdy 
‘our ribs m5 Sxynm modo sam aan ‘orm A> ASN ona 
mr}. 


Bite ONcisnac. DAGAK DISMISSED 
(GEN. XXI. I-21) 


THE promise is fulfilled, and a son—the rather un- 
important Isaac’—is born by Sarah to Abraham. But 
maternal jealousy is aroused; law is appealed to, and 
Ishmael and Hagar are expelled. Doubtless a fascinating 
narrative—so graphically told, and psychologically so 
true. The mother watches Ishmael at his play (wv. 8 f), 
and finds it intolerable that Ishmael should be joint-heir 
with Isaac. Abraham, being Ishmael’s as well as Isaac’s 
father, is pained at the demand which Sarah makes, but 
is reconciled to it on receiving a divine oracle (vv. 12 f.). 
Hagar and the child Ishmael are sent away into the wilder- 
ness (see on vv. 14, 16 f, 20). The water is soon spent. 
Hagar lays her child in the scanty shade of a desert-shrub, 


1 Jsaac is really a mere duplicate of Abraham. Note that the Beer- 
sheba of which Isaac is the hero (xxvi. 32 /.) is also the dwelling-place 
of Abraham (xxi. 33). 
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and sits down near him to watch. The child weeps, and 
the divine director of human affairs is touched at the sound. 
From heaven he calls to Hagar, and bids her take up and 
hold her child, for he (as well as Isaac) is destined to become 
a great people. So Elohim opened her eyes, and she saw a 
well ; then she filled her water-skin, and quenched the thirst 
of her child. 

The narrative is as simple as it is beautiful when glosses 
have been removed. But we must not be ungrateful for the 
glosses ; they confirm the view already expressed (see on 
xv. I), that Hagar was not an Egyptian but a N. Arabian. 
In fact, the author of the glosses has done all that he could 
to emphasise the fact that the scene of the legend is in 
N. Arabia. In spite of this, we cannot say that it contains 
anything subversive of a belief in its Israelitish origin. 

As to the contents, much more cannot be said here. 
The legal aspects of the treatment of Hagar are well treated 
by S. A. Cook, The Laws of Moses and the Code of Ham- 
murabt, pp. 116-118. The religious aspects are, for us, 
more important. That a divine Being should have cared 
for a bond-woman is a beautiful feature of the Hebrew 
legend. And who was this divine Being? He is called 
both Elohim and Mal’ak-Elohim. ‘Elohim’ is probably a 
substitute for ‘Yahweh,’ which is the name of the leader and 
director of the divine duad or triad. It is no objection to 
this view that ‘Elohim’ has probably originated in ‘ Yerah- 
me’el, for the origin of the word was of course forgotten 
when it came to be thus used. What a great position 
Mal’ak-Yahweh held, we have seen already (on xvi. 7). 

But we cannot understand the contents aright without 
further textual inquiry. On v. 16a Gunkel remarks thus: 
“The mother’s eye cannot bear to look upon the death- 
agony of the child. So she goes a little way off—but oh, 
thou dear, inconsistent maternal heart !—not too far, and, 
like most other scholars, Gunkel translates nyp ynved prrg 
‘as far as about a bow-shot. The literal rendering, however, 
is ‘distant like shooters with the bow. This does not make 
sense. Hence © gives waxpotepov aoel To£ou Body, chang- 
ing ‘shooters’ into ‘shot, and K6nig paraphrases, ‘according 
to the usual distance of the mark from archers’ (Synz. 
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§ 264 6). But let us look more closely at the text. A 
Pilel form of a verb (Amy) found nowhere else can hardly 
pass unquestioned, and experience shows that nwp is not 
seldom—corrupt (see v. 20, Hos. vii. 16, Isa. lxvi. 17, Jer. 
iv. 29, Ps. Ix. 6, Ixxviii. 9, 57). What nmwp represents is 
plain; wp (pw) is often a fragment of tmx, and nwp in the 
suspected passages probably represents mamwn (the feminine 
of amwx). Turning to mmo), we must, first of all, divide 
i into two parts. Mh, like’ miso, 2Chr. ii. 9 (sée on 1K, 
v. 25), may well represent mayn, while ~m may represent 
either xi (‘that is’), thus producing the sense, ‘that is, 
Ashhoreth,’ or else 1, a fragment of 7mwx, an alternative 
reading to mamwx. The sense of the whole passage becomes, 
either ‘at some distance from Maacath, that is, Ashhoreth,’ 
or‘. . . from Maacath-Ashhur [Ashhoreth]” It is a gloss 
defining the situation of the well. Cp. xvi. 7, where the 
fountain is said to have been ‘on the way to Shur (Asshur).’ 
The coincidence is complete. The second 7239 ’n) is, of 
course, redactional (Ball). The result of the insertion was 
that the ‘weeping’ of the next clause was transferred from 
the child to his mother. But the mother’s grief was surely 
too deep for tears. ' 

The speech of the kindly Mal’ak-Yahweh is now plain 
—all except the closing words, o8 v7 wea. Again Gunkel 
disappoints us; for how can the words mean ‘ebenda wo er 
liegt, and how could ‘ebenda wo er liegt’ involve a play on 
the name yt) aN (see Gunkel’s note)? Experience clears 
up the difficulty. <x and pw often stand respectively for 
7x and yaw (= 5xvnw) ; ni frequently introduces a gloss. 
Thus we get the sense, ‘in Asshur, that is, Ishmael,’ a gloss 
most probably on the situation of the well (wv. 19). 

Lastly, as to the brief description of Ishmael’s subse- 
quent fortunes. As Knobel and Dillmann have remarked, 
Say and 775 together are too much, at least if 725 means 
‘becoming great’ (Job xxxix. 4). Hence it is proposed to 
read either np 734 or ps. But observe (1) that 74, 
‘to shoot (arrows)’ is a dm. Xey., and that 235, a supposed 
cognate, cannot be proved to exist by xlix. 25 (see note), 
and (2) that ’p mon (oN) in Jer. iv. 29, Ps. lxxviii. 9, is 
probably corrupt (cp. on v. 16). ww, as often elsewhere, 
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comes from nim. Thus, for ’p ‘1 ™ we should restore 
minwe wy x77, ‘that is, Arabia of Ashhoreth,’ probably a 
gloss on 72902. V. 21-@ is, of course, an alternative read- 
ing. Need I add that Ishmael’s wife was brought, not from 
Misraim, but from Misrim? What evidence or probability 
is there that the Ishmaelites or Yerahme’elites were mixed 
with Egyptian elements ? 


ABIMELECH’S COVENANT WITH ABRAHAM 
(GEN XXI. 22-34) 


ONCE more Abraham is glorified; with what respect 
heis. treated by “the: lord ;of Beersheba! At theosame 
time, the later occupation of the place by the Israelites 
is justified, the name ‘ Beersheba’ (cp. on chap. xx.) is 
explained, and the fundamental identity of the worship of 
Yahweh with that of Yerahme’el is affirmed (v. 33). 
Abimelech we have met with before; he dwells in the 
‘land of the Pelishtim’ (v. 32 ; see introduction to chap. xx.). 
Beside him stands the unexplained figure of Pikol (also 
xxvi. 26). Was he once upon a time great in the legend 
(see Gunkel)? And what means the name? ‘ Mouth (Ze. 
spokesman) of all’ (Ges. HWB) is absurd. Stucken (4 J, 
p. 13, note) suggests as the origin Pap-sukal (Assyrian 
name for a divine messenger), Spiegelberg (OLZ, Feb. 1906) 
invokes Egyptian help, and explains as pa-Hori, ‘the man 
of Haru’ (Syria and Palestine); cp. Pi-nehas, ‘the negro.’ 
The comparison, however, is not helpful (see on Ex. vi. 25). 
5p, like q5max, comes from Syormy wy >) the link is 7S 
(cp. San. =o yy, 1 Chr. vii. 33). It is, therefore, really 


1 Cp. also nor (Ezek. xxx. 17) from nynerax, and nvnnp (Ex. xiv. 2) 
from nvnws7a, 
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a variant to Foon. Nas aw must be explained as in Judg.. 
iv. 2, where ‘ Yabin, king of Canaan,’ is parallel to wwas-w 
N1D.D, or rather pyas7w, ze. “ow rw, ‘ prince of Ishmael.’ 
Probably there were two early recensions of the story, in 
one of which the chieftain with whom Abraham had dealings. 
was called ‘Abimelech, king of the Philistines’ (as in 
xxvi. 8), and in the other, ‘ Bimelech, a prince of Ishmael’ 
(z.é. one of the princes of the Ishmaelite region). 

We now come to the etymology of Beer-sheba. N12 
yaw, according to J, means ‘well of seven,’ ze. ‘of seven 
lambs, thus pointing to a great sacrifice in the olden time.. 
Most moderns, however (see e.g. W. R. Smith, RS®, p. 181 ;. 
Noldeke, Arch. Rel.-wéss. vii. 340 f-), explain it as ‘seven 
wells.’ Certainly ‘seven’ is a sacred number, either from the 
planets (including sun and moon), or more probably from the 
Pleiades. But what right have we to assume the post-- 
position of the numeral (Ewald, Dillmann, Stade)?’ We 
must therefore venture to differ from the majority, even 
after the collection of fresh parallels for ‘seven wells’ in the 
Archiv fiir Religionswessenschaft, viii. 155 ~. Boscawen 
suggests ‘well of the seven allied tribes’; Winckler, con- 
sistently enough, ‘well of the Seven-god, ze. of the moon-- 
god, one of whose numerical symbols was seven (G/ ii. 83,. 
cp. 48). The key, however, is supplied by Kiryath-arba’, 
where ara’ has come from ‘ardb (see on xxiii. 2). yaw isa 
corruption of yow =[5x]ynwm (see on ‘Sheba,’ x. 7), so that 
‘Beer-sheba’ is properly ‘well of Sheba’ or ‘of Ishmael.’ ? 
The writer of v. 31, however, interprets ‘well of an oath’ 
(eo. XxVi..3 3), 

At this venerated spot (Am. viii. 14, see p. 46) Abraham 
the Yerahme’elite planted a sacred tree (v. 33), and called 
with the name Yahweh, ‘citing’ him, as it were, to occupy 
the spot. But Yahweh was not the only divine name used 
by the patriarch. He appended the title ody 5x, which is: 
neither ‘the everlasting God’ (Isa. xl. 28), nor ‘the ancient 


1 The travellers’ dispute as to the number of wells at Bir “es-Seba 
(28 m. S.W from Hebron) does not concern us here. 

2 The numerals play sad tricks with ancient texts and traditions. 
Think of the Phoenician divine name ‘Eshmun’ being explained as 
‘eighth’ (see p. 42). 3 Gunkel, Genesis”, p. 48. 
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God, nor ‘the God of the world’ (the Bab. ‘mummu’),’ 
none of which are natural here, but a combination of 5x with 
some popular abbreviation of Syn, such as oby> (see on 
xxxvi. 14). That Yahweh and Yerahme’el together formed 
a divine duad we have seen already; also that Yahweh was 
the supreme director. The latter point also comes out in 
the title ‘El-Yerahme’el.’* Compare what has been said on 
xiv. 18 # (pp. 37, 253 7), where zzter alia some important 
glosses on the divine name are indicated ; also on xvii. I. 

Lastly, as to the sacred tree, which here, to our surprise, 
is called Sure CiSexxit, 6;9Xxxi. 13 al Chr, sc 2esue 
stitutes 5x). Most compare the Ar. ’ath/, which corre- 
sponds phonetically, and means ‘tamarisk.’ But was the 
tamarisk specially sacred except in Egypt?* It would 
seem that @, which has épvtevoev dpovpav, read wy, 2.2. 
ayy or ayy (Jer. xvii. 6, xlviii. 6). This may come either 
from mtx (Z. Bb, ‘Tamarisk’; Crt. Bib. pp. 238, 247), 
or from wx (= Twn), an ‘ Asshur-tree’ (cp. Hos. ix. 13, 
p. 266). This gives us a hint for 5wx, which (cp. Sxw and 
wid) may reasonably be traced to Sxynw. It is true, the 
‘Ishmael-tree’ was more often called jow py (1 K. vi. 23, 
31 f, Neh. viii. 15, Isa. xli. 19), but this does not exclude 
another popular corruption of the same name. There are 
also traces (see on Dt. xii. 2) of a tree or trees of Yerah- 
me’el. Such was probably the rzmmon-tree, z.e. the pome- 
granate, and perhaps the ‘armdén-tree, 2.2. the plane. Possibly 
one of these trees is meant. 


1 Winckler, 4 OF xxi. 305 f, 416. 

2 Cp. vi. 4, Ps. xxiv. 7, 9 (Ps.”), where in like manner oy repre- 
sents ‘ony; also 1 Chr. vil. 16, where Ulam and Rekem are brothers. 

8 A title, xoby xp, occurs in a Palmyrene inscription of a.D. 
114 (de Vogiié). It is appended to jow 5y3, ze. Baal Ishman 
(Ishmael). The original meaning of the titles was, of course, forgotten. 
The Xpdvos and OvAwpds of Pheenician mythology may also, perhaps, be 
similarly explained. 

4 Maspero, Dawn of Civ. p. 28, note 3. 

5 Ed. Meyer, with his usual neglect of &. Bzd., etc., refers to a 
scanty communication of Stade’s in a letter to von Gall (Dze Zsraeliten, 
p- 257; cp. v. Gall, Kultstadtten, p. 47). 
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As all will agree, a most interesting but not easily 
intelligible narrative (see 4. Bzb., ‘Isaac,’ ‘ Jehovah-jireh’). 
How is it, we may ask, that Elohim issues a command, and 
then takes it back? Wecan understand how the vicarious 
sacrifice of a ram for a child might be ascribed to an oracle 
of Elohim, but not how the same Elohim can (according to 
a widely spread interpretation of v. 2) have been represented 
as the author of the practice of child-sacrifice. We should 
have comprehended if Abraham, like Jephthah, had made a 
vow which, as things turned out, required him to offer up 
his own child, and if Elohim had, according to the legend, 
interposed, ordaining the sacrifice of a ram; but we are sur- 
prised when Elohim is stated to have first directed and 
afterwards forbidden the sacrifice of Abraham’s ‘only son,’ 
When, however, we look more closely at the story of the 
offering up of Isaac, we see that the first and principal part 
of it is bathed in the tender glow of a nascent spiritual faith.’ 
Nothing is said (as by Philo of Byblus) of the peril of the 
country requiring such a sacrifice. It is an episode in 
Abraham’s life of faith which is brought before us. ‘ Elohim, 
we are told, ‘tried Abraham.’ That is, God determined to 
assure himself how far the loyalty of his servant would 
reach. Would he remonstrate when so hard a thing was 
asked as the sacrifice of his ‘only son’? 

The narrative appeals to us almost as much perhaps as 
it can have done to its first readers and hearers. But is it 
not clear that there must have been an earlier form—indeed, 
earlier forms—of the story? Among these we may include 


1 Cp. Bishop Warburton, Divzne Legation of Moses, Bk. vi. sect. 5 
(Works, vi. 37): 
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the brief tale in Philo of Byblus;' but I must add that, 
though it may have come ultimately from N. Arabia, it is 
too recent in its present form to be worth discussing here. 
There is, I think, another form of the story, which, though 
not preserved in any literary record, may, with some con- 
fidence, be assumed, and which is of N. Arabian origin, viz. 
that once upon a time a Yerahme’elite hero, known as 
Abraham (his earlier name—see on xvii. 5—-not having 
been preserved), actually offered up his only son, in obedience 
to an oracle of the god of the land. And the course of the 
evolution of religion elsewhere renders it certain that the 
growth of the spirit of humanity at length led the Israelitish 
as well as the Syrian priesthoods to ordain the vicarious 
sacrifice of one of the lower animals. We may also probably 
assume that this alteration of a sacred custom was justified 
by the authority of another oracle, the reflexion of which we 
have in xxii. 11-13. 

A word or two more as to the substitution of an animal. 
The idea was that the lower animals were closely akin to 
man, and that therefore the offering of one of them was a 
possible surrogate for human sacrifice. At the Syrian 
Laodicea (= Phcen. Ramitha) it was a stag which was 
chosen.” With the Israelites or Yerahme’elites it was a ram. 
An ox would, of course, not have done; this animal was 
sacrosanct, as being a symbol of Yahweh-Yerahme’el. 

If we ask who the god of the land referred to above 
probably was, the answer must be—Yerahme’el, the name 
which at any rate the Israelites recognised as belonging to 
this god, and which was often corrupted into Melek and 
Mal’ak.* And we can now give an answer to the question 

1 For the Pheenician story see Miiller, Fragm. Hist. Grec. iti. 570 f. 
It runs thus :—Kpdvos . . . vidv Exwv povoyevq, dv dia TodTo ’ledovd 
exdAovv, TOU povoyevovs ovTws eTL Kal vv Kadovpevov Tapa Tots 
Poings, Kiwdivov éx Todguov peylotov KareAnpotwv THY xXdpav 
Baothixo Koopjcas oxjpate Tov vidv, Bopdy b€ KatarKevacdpevos 


katéOuoev. Cp. Baudissin, Studien sur semit. Religionsgeschichte, 
u. 154 7 

2 The yearly stag-sacrifice at Laodicea continued as late as the 
second century A.D. Cp. W. R. Smith, Red Sem.” pp. 409, 466; 
Be IH, (NG NGS 

8 This is the Milk which appears, in composition, both in Phcenician 
personal names and in the names of deities. For Mal’ak see on xvi. 7. 
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asked (after Eerdmans, but more hesitatingly) by Kautzsch, 
‘whether the e/ek to whom these sacrifices [in Topheth] were 
offered is not meant to stand for a special form of Yahweh.’ 
Yahweh and Yerahme’el were, in fact, united as the name of 
the god of the Israelites, though the deity to whom the 
child-sacrifices were originally offered was the N. Arabian 
god Yerahme’el, perhaps also to his fellow-deity Ashtart.’ 
See, further, pp. 50-52 (on Melek). 

If we further inquire how Isaac can be described as 
Abraham’s ‘only son, * with total disregard of Ishmael, a 
satisfactory answer can now be given. It appears that 
Isaac has drawn to himself some features of the mythic 
Tammuz or Adonis. More precisely, he corresponds, at 
least in part, to the Dusares who, both at Petra and at 
Elusa, was worshipped as ‘the only begotten of the Lord’* 
(wovoyevns tov Aeorotov). Possibly, in another form of the 
myth, Isaac like Adonis died and rose again (cp. pp. 56 /). 

Our result is that the Hebrew writer whom we call the 
Elohist took that older story of Abraham and his sacrifice 
of his ‘only son’ and recast it. Well did he perform his 
task. The dry and repulsive ancient myth became the 
beautiful story that we know so well, telling of the journey 
of the loving father, whose lips are sealed by inward 
knowledge, and the innocently questioning lad, to the sad 
and solemn place of sacrifice, the place where Isaac, question- 
ing no more, suffers himself to be bound upon the wood (Ze. 
on the altar), when suddenly the voice of Mal’ak-Elohim is 
heard, proclaiming the divine satisfaction at the moral result 
of the trial, and the retractation of the command. With 
this the Elohist connects the traditional story of the sub- 


A title of this god was probably ‘El-Yerahme’el,’ ‘divinity of Yerah- 
me’el’ ; see on xxi. 33. When Philo of Byblus identifies the Phcenician 
El with Kronos, he, or rather his authority, means by El ‘ El-Yerah- 
me’el,’ a title which the Arabians may have taken, with much besides, 
to Pheenicia. 

1 Kautzsch in Hastings’ DZ, extra volume, p. 690 a. 

2 Cp. Isaac of Antioch, ed. Bickell, i. 221, ‘boys and girls they 
sacrificed to the star of Venus.’ 

3 @ here gives dyarnrds, but in Judg. xi. 34 povoyerijs (B), to 
which A adds atTo ayarnri. 

4 Epiphanius, Her. 51 ; cp. Cheyne, Bzble Problems, p. 74. 
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stitution of a ram for the child—a poor conclusion, but 
doubtless necessary for the information of the early readers. 

Such is perhaps the best theory of the origin and 
meaning of the narrative before us. The basis of the story is 
ultimately mythological (see p. 325). Compare, or contrast, 
the story of Jephthah and his daughter. That story, too, 
as we find it in Judg. xi. 34-40, is pale enough as 
compared with what may have been the ancient myth, 
or with the earliest legendary transformation of it. But 
it lacks the psychological charm of the story of Abraham 
and, Isaac.. Itpmayzicbe remarked ‘here ‘that theynotemin 
vv. 390-40 relative to the annual mourning of Israelite 
women, to those who can see below later phraseology, points 
to a primitive ritual mourning for a divine being, such as 
most critics (but very possibly—see Cvz¢. 526.—by an error) 
have found in Ezek. vili. 14 and Zech, xii. 11, and such as 
may conceivably have existed in the sacred place to which 
Abraham is said to have journeyed (cp. pp. 47 /). 

There is yet another narrative besides that of Jephthah 
which may plausibly be mentioned in this connexion. It 
is difficult not to think that the tradition on which Ex. 
xli. 29-36 was based was virtually a protest against child- 
sacrifices. The slaying of the Misrite (not Egyptian) first- 
born may have been represented as the punishment inflicted 
upon the oppressors of Israel, by the offended Yahweh, to 
strengthen the Israelites (now religiously in advance of the 
Misrites) in their resolve no longer to sacrifice human first- 
born. See the exposition of this view in 4. Bzd., ‘ Plagues,’ 

s 
It would, however, be a mistake to regard the author of 
our narrative as having had the object of directly protesting 
against such offerings. That he was opposed to them, may 
safely be assumed, but in his time this kind of sacrifice was 
apparently not common among the Israelites. It is plain 
enough that afterwards it began again to fascinate them ;! 
the stress of the times, and the increased religious as well 
as political influence which criticism appears to assign to 


1 Cp. Moore, &. Bz., ‘Molech’; Eerdmans, Melekdienst (1891) ; 
Tiele, Geschiedenis van den godsdienst in de oudhetd, i. (1893), pp. 
227-229. 
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N. Arabia, will account for this. The name Melek (Molek) 
was, in fact, equivalent to Yerahme’el—that N. Arabian 
divinity who was (as has become highly probable) combined 
in the worship of the Israelites with Yahweh. 

The spirit of the beautiful narrative has had the fullest 
justice done to it by Gunkel. Uppermost in the narrator’s 
mind was the religious character of the model Israelite. 
Nothing was too precious for this hero of faith or devotion 
to give to Elohim, but there was something too precious for 
Elohim, as Abraham’s friend as well as master, to accept. 

I have assumed that the story is N. Arabian, just as I 
have assumed that the illustrative story in Ex. xii. 29 ff is 
N. Arabian. The former assumption is justified partly by 
the N. Arabian scenery of the earlier Abraham-legends ; 
partly by necessary corrections of corrupt passages in the 
narrative before us. One of these passages is v. 2, where 
we meet with the difficult phrase ‘the land of Moriah’ 
Few will any longer maintain that ‘Moriah’ was so usual 
as the name of the temple-hill at Jerusalem that the whole 
neighbourhood could be named after it; and the fact that 
even the editor of JE, who gave xxii. I-19) its. present 
form, does not make Abraham call the sacred spot ‘ Moriah, 
but (if the text is right) ‘ Yahweh-yir’eh, gives a strong 
argument against the traditional view. The only other 
passage where WMO occurs (2 Chr. iii, I) may very 
possibly be no longer in its original form, ze. the older text 
on which the Chronicler works may have run differently 
(see Crit. Bib. p. 312). ‘om therefore cannot be right. 
Sam., @, and Pesh. all give us hints of a truer reading, if 
we are wise enough to use them. The first gives TyTN, 
which reminds us that, in 2 S. xxiii. 21, TN 1m (like 7 NK 
and 5Ss4x) has come from some form nearer to Sxonv; 
the second, tyv tmpndrjv, which it also gives in xii. 6 for 
7710 (see on xii. 6) ; the third, ‘land of the Amorites.” These 
renderings all suggest 198 or O1N as an element in the true 
reading, and the sense will certainly be given if we read 


Sxorm. 
The ‘land of Yerahme’el, then, was the name of the 


1 My earlier suggestion, approved by Winckler (G/ il. 44, note 1), 
was psp (x might have fallen out after yx»). 
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region whither Abraham was sent. But surely the patriarch 
needed still more definite instructions. We have seen that 
in xii. 1 the idea that Abraham did not know the goal of 
his journey is a mistake. A similar conclusion is forced 
upon us here.’ Following parallels too numerous to 
mention, O77 TMK should be corrected into om) “Tr, 
while the cases of xii. 1 and (more especially) of xxvi. 2 
and xxxi. 49 justify the restoration of ‘am DIN Idx for 
poy Tox TWwR (cp. on vv. 3, 9,14). To avoid mistake, it 
may be added that each of the three latter words is found 
elsewhere miswritten for the corresponding word in the 
suggested combined restoration, and that 5ynrt is, of course, 
a mere gloss on py. It is probable that Ashhur- or Ashtar- 
Yerahme’el was the name both of a mountain and of a city 
upon it (see on Dt. iii. 27). It may also perhaps have been 
called Gibeath-Yerahme’el (Crzt. Bzb. on Jer. ii. 34, iii. 23). 
To this spot? it was that those who steeled themselves 
against the cries of children appear to have resorted for the 
most terrible of sacrifices. We can hardly doubt that the 
words ‘on Ashhur-Yerahme’el’ are a gloss; the effect is 
heightened if v. 2 is made to close at my. 

In v. 3 a veil is once more thrown over the name of 
the sanctuary ; the concealment, however, involves the editor 
in an inconsistency, for Yahweh had zot told Abraham 
which was the mountain to go to. Instead, therefore, of 
combat 1S tox twe read Sxnrmp re (see on v. 2). % is 
not unfrequently miswritten for 5x, and ov 5y[n] may 
sometimes, with good reason, be taken as a disguise of 
Sxon[ap. ‘Verahme’el, it appears, was dittographed. So 
too in uv. 9. 

And now (v. 8) Abraham himself reveals to the careful 
reader the name of the sacred place. There were various 


1 Gunkel may be referred to here. He thinks that there is a Zacuna 
after v. 2. The mountain must have been referred to (see v. 3 end), 
but later scribes omitted the reference, because it was inconsistent with 
their own theory. This is one of those expedients in which literary 
criticism delights, but which are slight and ineffectual remedies for the 
imperfections of the texts. 

? It is not meant that this was the only spot. In Palestine proper 
(e.g. at Gezer) there were no doubt sanctuaries at which this grim rite 
‘was practised. 
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abbreviations of ‘Yerahme’el’ One of them was ‘Aram’ 
(see vv. 2, 3, 9); another was 5x» (v. 13); another was 
‘Yeruel’ (2 Chr. xx. 16) or ‘Yeriel’ (1 Chr. vii. 2). ods 
b-axis evidently suggested by the form 5xy; indeed, 
most probably, x5 is a corruption of 533 (see preceding note), 
so that ows will be a late insertion, subsequent to the 
corruption referred to.’ Cp. on vw. 14. 

The mediator between Yahweh and mankind is Yerah- 
me’el. But the old N. Arabian deity has been combined, 
in Israelitish belief, with Yahweh. So Mal’ak-Yahweh, ze. 
Yerahme’el-Yahweh (see on xvi. 7), interposes (vv. 11 f.), to 
communicate the heavenly decree. Gunkel has the right 
impression, but makes a wrong inference from it. ‘The 
angel speaks, he says, ‘as if God; this points to an earlier 
recension in which, not an angel, but God himself spoke.’ 

There is no cause to doubt 5. (v. 13), but very much 
to suspect amx. Neither ‘behind’ nor ‘afterwards’ is a 
satisfactory sense. Sam., @, Pesh., Jubilees, Onk., Jon., and 
MSS., besides some moderns (including Konig, Syzz. p. 279, 
top), prefer tmx. One would like some more expressive word, 
however, and it happens that both tmx and smn often repre- 
sent mx. This must be the case here with ann, and if so, 
we should probably supply Sxnm; ze. read the compound 
phrase Yerahme’el-Ashhur, understanding it as a marginal 
correction of the corruption oy TDN WR (v. 14). Seon 
was probably written 5x» (for shortness), and this fell out 
owing to its likeness to Sw. 

We now come to the riddle—‘ Yahweh yir’eh’ (v. 14). 
In view of v. 8 we should most naturally render ‘ Yahweh 
selects, but this does not suit Txt. Should the two parts 
of v. 14 be harmonised (cp. Driver)? The truth surely is 
that TNT MT at the end of v. 8 is repeated in error. 
Dv TDN wr has come from Sxomn DIN 7x, where "ArT, 
is, of course, a gloss on oy (cp. on v. 2). 74, which now 
follows "2. "tx, should certainly precede these words. We 


1 Gunkel thinks it likely that the name of the place of sacrifice was 
‘Yeruel,’ and that it was near Tekoa (2 Chr. xx. 16). The origin of 
‘Yeruel’ has not occurred to him. Oort’s criticisms (Zheol. 7ijdschr. 
I90I, pp. 552 7) and Ed. Meyer’s (Die Jsraeliten, p. 256) are not 
cogent enough. 
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can now, perhaps, solve the opening riddle. The original 
reading may have been 5: pny. The mim prefixed in the 
traditional text was probably put in after the 5x in 5x aAND 
had fallen out (cp. on v. 8). Thus the name ‘ Yeruel’ (v. 8) 
is ascribed to Abraham, for 5x mx is a transparent disguise. 

More disguises await us in v. 17, in the supplementary 
speech of Mal’ak-Yahweh. It is usually supposed that 
where a large number of people is compared to the sand 
it is an Oriental hyperbole. But why should there be two 
hyperboles—‘as the stars .. . as the sand?’ Looking closer, 
we find that, either deliberately or because he had to work 
upon ill-written texts, the redactor has put ‘and as the sand’ 
which is on the sea-shore’ instead of ‘ Yerahme’el-Asshur 
(awe ‘orm) as far as (ty) the shore of the lake’ Similar 
corrections have to be made in xxxii. 13, Josh. xi. 4, Judg. 
VilL2 00 Sexi; 5; 2): Se Xvila; se Keivtos, “Theprestored 
words, in our passage, are a gloss on o°1ny Nx, words which 
underlie the traditional reading, yx Iyw (see on xxiv. 60). 
‘The lake’ (O77) means the Dead Sea (see on morn D>, 
xiv. 3). Surely the effect of the promise is heightened—‘ I 
will multiply thine offspring as the stars of heaven’; what 
more needs to be said (cp. xv. 5)? And if it be asked, 
what there is to attract in the closing promise, ‘and thine 
offspring shall seize upon Asshur of the Arabians’ (gloss, 
‘Yerahme’el-Asshur as far as’ etc.), the answer is, Because 
this region was hallowed by the consecrated traditional 
legends. 


1 For the corrupt %n3 compare no3, Gen. x, 11, 12, 1 S. xxiii, 19, 
and ban, Gen. xlix. 12. 


THE SONS OF NAHOR (GEN. xxii. 20-24) 


A GROUP of tribes. The bené Nahor are here appar- 
ently planned after the model of the twelve sons of Israel, 
of Ishmael, and of Esau. Partly they come from a wife, 
partly from a concubine; their origin, then, is not equally 
noble. There were, of course, not really twelve tribes; the 
combination is artificial. It is, however, highly probable 
that ‘Nahor’ was the name of a considerable tract of 
country, the full name of which was Arab-nahor (see on 
PaxiVettO, XXxi. 63). \ The ‘names’ are difficult, but: -re- 
munerate a methodical investigation. Let us remember 
that Milkah as well as Nahor is a N. Arabian name (see on 
xt. 20) 

In v. 21 three glosses have intruded into the text. 
They do not, however, relate to the names which they follow, 
but most probably to the whole list of names. The 
annotator meant (cp. xxv. 18) to say that the region of 
these tribes might be called either Yerahme’el-Ashhur or 
Arab-Aram.  mws-Sxorp underlies yn DAE Neves 
disguised as on8 Ix. Similar corruptions abound; see 
especially on iv. 20 f, x. 5, xvi. 12, xi. 29. What reason 
can there be for calling Us ‘his firstborn,’ or for uniting Us 
more closely to Buz than to his other brethren (as if they 
were twins)? The meaning of Us is obscure (see on x. 23) ; 
m2, however, originated in tyn, or some similar form, corrupted 
in the popular speech from Sxynim. Cp. ant, Sn, [TW], 
all-from this widely spread name (cp. on I K. vii. 21). In 
Jer. xxv. 23 ‘Buz’ occurs after Dedan and Tema, both 
N. Arabian districts ; in Job xxxii. 2, Elihu, of the family of 
Ram [ = Yerahme’el], is a Bizite ; on Ezek. i. 3 see Cret. B20. 
ad loc. There was probably more than one Biz.  Esar- 
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haddon tells us of a land of Bazi—a desolate region (KB 
ii. 131), near N. Arabia, but surely not meant here. 

Another interesting name (still in v. 21) is Sp. In 
1 Chr. v. 14 ‘Michael’ and ‘Buz’ are brought together, 
precisely as ‘Biz’ and ‘Kemiiel’ here. That 5x2 has 
come from 5ypr, we have seen (on xvi. 7); nor can we 
reasonably doubt that Swnp has the same origin. The 
occurrences in Num. xxxiv. 24 and 1 Chr. xxvii. 17 are not 
opposed to this, Shiphtan and Hashabiah being demonstrably 
N. Arabian names. Moreover, in 1 Chr. iv. 26 Syne 
occurs with ‘ Mishma’ and ‘ Shimei, both Ishmaelite names ; 
Senor and Serop are as closely related as op and on™; 
cp. also the names Snip, Top, Ovap», and pop, and the 
scribal corruption Spyn (Hab. i. 4), all which have the same 
origin. The appended words n1x ‘ax are surprising ; Dillm. 
thinks po8 must here have a narrower sense than in x. 22 f 
See, however, above; ‘ Aramzan (Yerahme’elite) Arabia’ is 
a general title for the list. Gunkel’s inference (p. 215) from 
what he confesses to be a gloss (he adheres to ‘father of 
Aram’), that the Nahorites were the ancestors of ‘the later 
historical Aramzeans, and that after the disappearance of 
the Nahorite people single tribes persisted as ‘ Aramzans,’ 
seems imprudent, because based on an excessive trust in 
the present redaction of the texts of the O.T. 

In v. 22 the capacity of the ordinary criticism is not less 
severely strained. ‘We hardly expect, says Driver, ‘to find 
a tribe [Kesed] belonging to the extreme S. of Babylonia 
grouped with Aramaic tribes centred at Haran. Gunkel 
goes a step further, and says, ‘These Kasdim, who are not 
to be confounded with the Bab. Kasdim, though originally 
akin to them, are an Aramean tribe of Beduins, also 
mentioned in’ 2 K, xxiv. 2-and? Job\i. 97.’ hiss also 
Winckler’s theory. There is, however, better evidence for 
the view that ow) (as also pwn) is miswritten for oi, 
which, for shortness, was sometimes written /w>, and that 
the origin of Kashram is Ashhur-Aram. See on xi. 28, 
also on ‘ Meshek,’ x. 2, and on Isa. x. 9, where the cities 
mentioned are probably N. Arabian, and where, for ‘ Kar- 
kemish’ (Ass. Gargamish), we should rather read ‘ Kashram.’ 

As to 1m (Hazo), the rocky, mountainous land of Haz, 
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mentioned with the arid land of Bazu by Esar-haddon (see 
above, on Biz), can hardly be meant. It is surely a clan- 
name, and may have attached itself to more than one 
district. We may group it with Syn, San, m7, Syn, 
mm, and probably also with mx, TMs, mmx ; probably, 
therefore, yw has come from ym, ze. TmMwrx.—The strange 
name wip is obviously a compound. Possibly it comes 
from swb5a (i Esdr. v. 8) or won (Ezr. ii, 2, Neh. vii. 7), 
which, however explained, point to N. Arabia (see on Neh. 
vii. 7).—»5m cannot critically be derived from ,/951, ‘to 
drop’; it may come from Say, ze. Sep (see on Josh. 
xviii. 27).— More certain is the origin of Ssyna. Like 
Symon and Bait-ili (see on xxviii. Ig), it must have come from 
Syann, Ze. Sxyow (cp. on 1 K. xvi. 31, and on 5Sypmw, 1 S. 
x. 10). So 5ayn, x. 2. Thus Laban and Ribkah were 
both Ishmaelites, ze Yerahme’elites. The situation of 
Haran, however, must be considered separately. 

TO°N7 (Reumah) is supposed to be another survival of 
primitive totemism. According to Holzinger it is the oxy, 
‘wild ox. But how improbable that the concubine of 
Nahor should have such a widely different kind of name 
from the concubine of Abraham! Method requires us to 
group TOI with moy7 and mx; ze. it comes from some 
popular form of Synmy—niw (Tebah) may have come 
from mar (see on oly, xxxvii. 36). This word (=n, 
2 S. viii. 8) illustrates the Mibtah-iah of the Assuan papyri. 
—nr (Gaham) should probably be orm:, a Maakathite name 
(1 Chr. iv. 19)—wrn (Tahash) is identified by Winckler 
(MVG, 1896, p. 207) with Tihis, mentioned in Pap. Anast. 
i. 22 as in the region of Kadesh on the Orontes. But 
names have many homes. wnn, like mun (Ezra viii. 2) 
and mime (xxvi. 26), probably comes from nomwx, the 
feminine form of amtjx.—7TDyn, ze. the southern Maakah. 
See on Dt. iii. 14, Josh. xiii. 11, 2 S. x. 6. 


ABRAHAM BUYS A GRAVE (GEN. XXIII.) 


THE section before us begins with the death and ends 
with the burial of Sarah. But whereas a bare record 
is all that is given of her death and of the subsequent 
mourning, the elaborate narrative which follows has for its 
aim to prove by circumstantial evidence that Sarah was 
interred by Abraham in the land of Canaan as a right that 
had been conceded by the lords of the country. Here, as 
everywhere, the Priestly Writer shows himself a lover of 
precision. He tells how the bené Heth listened graciously 
to Abraham’s proposal to purchase, and how after courtesies 
given and received Ephron sold him a piece of land in 
which was a cave. If in an earlier form of the story the 
forms of legal procedure were at all fully described, the 
writer who finally shaped the narrative has omitted the 
description." This narrator, at any rate, was contented 
with having made it clear that Abraham had secured the 
possession of an inalienable family-grave.2 There is a 
parallel but much shorter notice in xxxiii. 18-20 (JE), 
where Jacob purchases a piece of land at Shechem, pre- 
sumably as a place for a family-grave (see Josh. xxiv. 32). 
The story in its present form has some peculiarities. 
Thus (1) Sarah is said to have died ‘in Kiryath-arba‘, that 
is, Hebron, in the land of Canaan. Arba‘ in Hebrew 
means ‘four. Hence theories have arisen, analogous to 
those connected with Beer-sheba (see on xxi. 30), explaining 
the name Kiryath-arba‘ either as ‘a city of four (quarters, or 


1 Against Sayce’s view that the account is in special accordance with 
Babylonian usages, see S. A. Cook, The Laws of Moses, etc., 1903, 
pp. 38 f, 208. 

2 See W. R. Smith, OZ/C”, pp. 417 7 
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even gods), or as ‘a city devoted to the Four-god,’ ze. to 
the moon-god, one of whose memorial symbols was four.’ 
In illustration of this, Winckler compares the place-name 
Arba‘-ilu,? ‘the Four-god city. These theories, however, 
are not in themselves probable. If a numeral came in at 
all, we should have expected it to be three, corresponding 
to the three sons of Anak (Num. xiii. 22, etc.). We cannot, 
therefore, disregard the evidence produced by textual criti- 
cisms to show that yoy is not unfrequently miswritten 
either for any or for ‘any, ze. ory? ‘City of Arabia’ or 
‘of Arabians’ would no doubt be a possible name for a 
place in a Yerahme’elite region (see on ‘ Mamre,’ xiii. 18). 
The question, however, still remains whether np was 
originally the first part of the name. The appendix ay 
is most naturally taken as a qualification of some place- 
name of frequent occurrence, ze. K.-arab might mean 
‘Arabian Kiryath, if such a place-name as Kiryath were 
well attested. Most probably, however, mmp has the same 
Orem as. TID (TKN sevil.. 33.5) and amipi(1°S, xxxAaa) 22. 
all these names arose very early * out of some common place- 
name, such as nyamM (1 omitted, m converted into 5 or p), or, 
better, NTITMDN (cp. IDWS =ATWN 5 ND = AIR, 2 K. xi. 4, 19; 
SUcmraitih Oo. xxi ss, from imimwn). | See. xive rend), 
where Mamre, Eshcol, and Aner are referred to as citizens 
of pany mp, and 1. 5, where Jacob refers to his grave as 
situated in ‘om mp (the corrections are secure); also on 
x. 14 (Kaphtorim). 

It is slightly in favour of the reading Rehoboth-‘arab 
that pInm (Hebron), with which Kiryath-arba(?) is here 
(asvalsosimexxxy..°27, Josh: xive Bh ,cxvalng Gay x7, 
xxi. I1, Judg. i. 10, but not Neh. xi. 25) identified, may 
probably be connected with am.’ And it is a plausible 


1 Winckler, G/ ii. 48 ; cp. Tomkins, 7zmes of Abraham, pp. 102 f. 

2 J.e. Arbela, between the upper and the lower Zab, a seat of the 
cult of Ishtar. Cp. Jastrow, RBA, p. 203, note 1. The name may be 
a trace of the great Arabian migration. Cp. on xxx, Hos. x. 14. 

3 On miswritten numerals, see on ii. 10, xlv. 14, xv. 13, 1 K. xi. 3, 
Neh. vu. 68 7 

4 We may infer this from Egyptian reproductions of nap (W.M.M., 
As. u. Eur. pp. 174, 195). 

5 Cp. on am, Josh. ii. 1. Sayce and Hommel, however, suppose a 
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hypothesis that Rehobon in course of time supplanted the 
older form Rehoboth. On the whole, however, I am inclined 
to prefer, as the original of mmp, mmmwsr. See, further, notes 
on xiii. 18 (more than one Hebron), Num. xiii. 22 (Hebron, 
east of Soan-Misrim), and, for ‘the land of Canaan,’ on 
Xia g ie 

Another remarkable feature is the presence of the bené 
Heth in Hebron, which has put it into Winckler’s head 
to transport Kiryath-arba to the far north of Palestine.’ 
It is certainly strange to find southern Hittites in a 
Genesis narrative, but, as Sayce reminds us, in Ezek. 
xvi. 3, Jerusalem is tauntingly informed that her father 
was an Amorite and her mother a Hittite, from which 
it is inferred that ancient Jerusalem had a mixed popu- 
lation of Amorites and Hittites. It has been shown, how- 
ever (on x. 16), that ‘ Yebiisite’ comes from ‘ Ishmaelite.’ 
There must have been a branch of the Ishmaelites, called 
corruptly ‘ Yebisites, which dwelt both at Jerusalem (Judg. 
i. 21) and probably (cp. 2 S. v. 6) elsewhere also. Indeed, 
odwrn itself is marked out as an Ishmaelite town. As 
Nestle (ZDPV xxvii. 155) has seen, it comes from ‘wry ; 
to complete this, let it be added that yr» possibly comes 
from ty, and ndw certainly from Sxypw. It may also be 
noticed that in Josh. x. 5 the king of Hebron and the king 
of Jerusalem are both represented as ‘ Amorites’ in MT..,. 
but are ‘Yebisites’ in @. Perhaps for nx we should 
read ~)1nx, and similarly in Ezek. xvi. 3; ‘Arammite’ and 
‘Yebiisite’ are virtually synonymous. 

Accepting these results, we can understand how the so- 
called bené Heth (vv. 3, 5, 7, 10, 16, 18, 20) came into the 


connexion with the Habiri of the Amarna letters. I would rather (with 
Wellhausen, De Gentibus, 1870, p. 27) compare the clan-name 22n. 
Heber, in Judg. v. 25, is a Kenite name. 

1 G/ ii. 39 f It is also noted that Talmai was the name of a 
king of Geshur in David’s time (2 S. xiii, 37). But was there not a 
southern Geshur (Josh. xiii. 2 ; see Crzt. Bzb. pp. 284, 416)? It is much 
more likely that a son of David would take refuge in a southern district. 
Cp. the southern refuge of Hadad and of Jeroboam. Both ‘Geshur’ 
and ‘Talmai’ were transferred Arabian names. ‘Talmai is beyond 
doubt, not ‘he of the furrow’ (Meyer, p. 264, ‘a genius of agriculture’), 
but from %on (cp. in), ze, ‘Ethmaal’ = ‘ Ishmael.’ 
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narrative. ‘Hittites’ or ‘Hethites’ is =‘ Ashhartites’ and 
‘Kiryath-arba’ =‘ Ashhoreth-arab. The Ashhartites were 
‘the people of the land, and the land was probably that 
called Ashhur-Yerahme’el. We can also appreciate the 
statement that an important Hittite was called Ephron 
ben-Sohar, for Sohar has undoubtedly arisen out of Ashhur 
(cp. on xlvi. 10), and the descriptive title ben-Sohar marks 
Ephron out as an Ashhurite. The Ashhurites or Ash- 
hartites were ‘the people of the land’ (vv. 7, 12, 13), or, as 
Ephron calls them, ‘the sons of my people’ (v. 11). 

Here another problem arises. It is twofold. First, what 
is the text which underlies an impossible phrase in vv. 10, 
18? and next, what is to be inferred from the recovered 
text? 

The phrase is try ayw wa 595 (v. 10), or, as in v. 18, 
Syn, and the problem is to explain how the idea of ‘ citizens’ 
came (as commentators assure us that it did come) to be 
expressed by words meaning ‘those who entered the gate of 
his (Ephron’s ?) city, and if such an expression of that idea 
is impossible, to recover the underlying original text. So 
far as I know, no satisfactory justification of the phrase in 
question exists. The text, therefore, must be wrong, z.e. the 
latest redactor made the best he could of a miswritten text, 
and there is a close parallel to this in xxxiv. 24 (twice), 
where the idea of ‘citizens’ is commonly supposed to be 
expressed by ‘those that went out of the gate of his 
(Hamor’s) city. It would be easy to refer to other passages 
in which 4yw, ‘ gate,’ enters into hard and improbable phrases, 
er mixed 17, -egiv. 60, xxxiv. 20, Mice. 9,-Ruth iii. 11: 
The first three of these are treated in this work. As for 
the two latter passages, the reader may easily convince himself 
of the doubtfulness of the traditional text. Probably the 
right correction of ay ayw in Micah and Ruth is oN 1x, 
‘ Asshur of the Arammites,’ which may be either a district- 
name or a place-name. Similarly, the right correction of 
opty ayy and yoy ayw in xxxiv. 20, 24, is ony’ Wr, 
to which in v. 20 ‘xy (‘the counsellors of’), not wx, is 
the right prefix. It follows that }ry Ty -~1 in vv. I0, 
18 is a corruption of oq ws ~Sy2, ‘the citizens of 

1 For oy cp. omy? np = 5xonn nonwx, and see on xxxvi. 43. 
22 
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Asshur-Yerahme’el’? The phrase is probably a gloss on 
nm 23, and states more precisely who the persons referred 
to were. 

A new question now arises. It will be observed that in 
XxXxXiv. 20, 24, it is Hamor’s city which is (according to the 
preceding criticism) called ‘ Asshur of the Arabians,’ while 
in xxiii. 10, 18 the same name is given to the city inhabited 
by Ephron, z.e. Kiryath-arba, or rather Ashhoreth-arab. This 
application of the place-name ‘ Asshur of the Arammites’ 
must surely be ancient. May we infer that at an early date 
Ashhoreth-arab was identified with the place commonly 
called Shechem, but originally (see on xii. 6) Shakram, ze. 
Ashhur-Aram? Surely not. The strong probability is that 
in the older form of the legends more than one place 
was called the Arammite or Yerahme’elite Asshur. That 
Ephron’s city Hebron should have borne this name is not 
surprising, for Ephron was described sometimes as a 
Hethite (Ashhartite), sometimes as a Soharite (Ashhurite). 

Next, as to the estate bought by Abraham. It was a 
field or piece of cultivated land (771), with a cave in it 
GTiva) jf see wu.) 0, 11; 17, 19 f- We also ‘hearvof “Mak- 
pelah (or, the Machpelah) before Mamre’ (vv. 17, 19). 
What is Makpelah?! Clearly not a cave (@, 76 durdodn, 
as if a double cavern were meant, which involves mistrans- 
lation of vv. 17 and Ig), but the name of the district in 
which the ‘field’ with the ‘cave’ was situated. A clue to 
its meaning is supplied by 5>9, xxi. 22, 32, xxvi. 26, which 
is presumably a corruption of 75m» (see on xxi. 22), and 
by moiop (Ezek. xxx: 17)" 22) MDD ay = hew sas 
Following these analogies, m52m ought to have come 
from 527», Ze. m>5a-v. That 75m is a popular symbol 
of Sxor has often been pointed out in these researches 
(cp. on 77950, xi. 29). 

Another question. Did the original story relate the 
purchase of a cave, or simply of a piece of land? It 
is in a high degree probable that Mmyn (usually =‘ cave’) 
has often arisen out of Oy, a popular modification of o4N 
(Aram = Yerahme’el) ; see on x. 7. This may conceivably 
have been the case in the writing from which P most 


1 ¢Makpelah’ only occurs in P (here and in xxv. 9, xlix. 30, 1. 13). 
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probably borrows. If so, however, the text must have 
fallen into a corrupt state, and P felt obliged to recast it. 
To him my» was not a miswritten form of Toy, but meant 
‘cave’—a meaning not at all unsuitable where a grave was 
spoken of. The original text may have resembled the 
short account of Jacob’s purchase of land in xxxiii. 18-20. 
The piece of land was probably called Bimalkah (cp. 5709, 
1 Chr. vii. 33, from ‘orm Ay), and was defined as being 
‘before’ jnyn (cp. MO), the probable original of nto (see 
on xiii. 18). 

And now as to the purchase. In wv. g Ephron is to 
give up the field xb yoda, ‘for full money, and inv. 15 
the land is said to be worth 400 shekels in silver. These 
readings are most improbable. We can, however, by using 
our experience of recurrent types of corruption, restore a 
thoroughly suitable text. It so happens that xdn (Jer. 
iv. 12, Nah. i. 10), equally with nbs and oby, is a well- 
proved corruption of Sxar> or Saya. xd0 9091 therefore, 
if the other references to money consist with this, should be 
‘yp 3}DII, a phrase which should also be restored in xx. 16 
and in 1 Chr. xx. 24 (where in MT. xb5m yb>2 corresponds 
to pen, from ‘arm [HoD]n in 2 S. xxiv. 24; see Crit. Bub. 
pp. 311 f). It also happens that mxo and Spw are met 
with as corruptions of mn (cp. 2 Chr. ix. 16, where read 
Mia compating 1. K..x,, 17, m5) and Sowrx = Ashhur- 
Yerahme’el (as in Lev. v. 15, Isa. xxxiii. 18) respectively. 
This suggests as the original reading in vv. 15 7, mip yIIWN 
Sowx 9p) ‘four mine, in money of Ashkal’ (¢e. Asshur- 
Yerahme'el ; see on xiv. 13). Inv. 16 the mention of the 
sum of money is followed by 105 1», ‘passing to the 
merchant, ze. as commentators say, ‘current, or accepted, 
among the merchants.’ For this explanation 2 K. xii. 5 f 
is quoted, but wrongly. wx Wy 4D) in that passage is 
untranslatable. There is, however, a thoroughly good 
remedy, and that is to restore as the underlying words 
tie qy 9D?" The following words are a gloss; mw»? 
(written wpa), like wpa, wp, and yw elsewhere, and like 

1 Unless 2y has come from Sx2=)bxonv; see further on in the 


text. In itself, however, the reading a1y is plausible. Cp. Cant. v. 5, 
where 72y 1 should be 33y 1, ‘myrrh of Arabia.’ 
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pw in ii. 11 (see note), represents Sxvyam, while yx, like 
yyy, comes from my, ‘Arabia.’ It is just the same case 
with our passage. In two different glosses the sum paid by 
Abraham is described first as ‘money of Ashkal, and then 
(in an equivalent phrase) as ‘money of Yerahme’el-Asshur.’* 
In short, the 5 in -mo5 should be attached to my, and we 
should read mtx ‘am. Cp. the corrupt Saux in Hos. 
xoltd, also wip, Isa. xlv. 14, where 72D may represent 
mw, a variant to wi. 

It only remains to do one’s best to correct some readings 
which, though ancient, are none the less impossible. Let 
us turn to vv. 5 f yond, as in Jer. iii, r and elsewhere, is 
a corruption of Sxarm, and 45, which (as often) represents 
corruptly the 5x in that word, records a second attempt of 
the late scribe to write the name correctly (note @’s reading 
x5, and cp. the onS which precedes toxd at the close of 
Jer. ii). The next word  jaynw, followed by a warning 
Pasek, is surely a corruption of Sxynw (as often, 5 became 
2). ‘pw and ‘pm are glosses on nm 122 (cp. gloss at end 
of vv. 10, 18 indicated above). 

Similarly, »yyow in v. 8 is most improbable. Nearly as 
in v. 6, etc, we should read ~Sxynw, a gloss on ‘Ephron 
ben: Sohars) For‘ Ephron,.sée on “Epher; xxv. 4. / oSohar: 
(am) comes from Ashhur; group with 1ym and ny, and 
Cpeon se zekexx vin 3, 

Several other corrections follow as a matter of course. 
sayow NO in v. TI (G, however, presupposes %, a corruption 
of 5) must be explained nearly as in a similar case in 
vv. § f. The peculiarity of the phrase in v. 11 is that nd 
is separated from ‘ow by -77~N. In dealing with ov. 5 f 
I had to say that xd (after 1oxd) represented a dittographed 
Sworm. Here, however, 21N-ND gives us both parts of 
‘orm; only the last part (x>=5y) is placed first, and am 
has become -27x. Read, therefore, omitting the first ‘on 
(v. 10, end), Ssvow Senor, a double gloss on mn 123.—In 
v. 13 ‘ow 15 od must, of course, be similarly corrected. A 
gloss on PINT Oy. 

But what of T7nN ON 4x, interposed between sond 


1 When good weight or measure is spoken of, it is usual to mention 
the standards. See on chap. xx. section (e), also on Hos. iii. 2. 
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and ‘pw 14? Does the anacoluthon express a ‘courteous 
embarrassment’ (Gunkel)? Much more probably ppm has 
fallen out before Tnx (1 K. xxi. 6); very possibly, too, 7x 
has come from ‘qx, Ze. 24N.—In v. 15 the opening words 
(taken with 15 x5 at the end of v. 14) should be corrected 
in accordance with words in vv. 10 f—By way of supple- 
ment it may be added that Ephron is no ordinary ‘heathen,’ 
but, like Abimelech in chap. xx., a worshipper of Elohim, ze. 
probably ‘ Yerahme’el,’ who is so near of kin to Yahweh, and 
that ows sw in v. 6 means, not merely ‘a mighty prince, 
but ‘one who has been set up on high by the god of the 
land’; it marks out Abraham as a natural friend of Ephron 
and of his clan. 


tHE SEARCH FOR A WIFE FOR ISAAC 
(GEN, XXIV.) 


WHO can resist the charm of that ‘gem of purest ray ’— 
the story of the wooing and winning of Rebecca? Note 
above all the Homeric simplicity. We cannot, however, 
avoid confessing that J’s work has been retouched, and that 
the manipulating process may have begun early. Just as 
in xiv. 19, ‘God of Yerahme’el’ has become ‘God Most 
High, so it is almost certain that in v. 7 (and in the other 
passages where it occurs—see on Ezra i. 2) ow wbx has 
sprung out of Sxynw Sx, just as onw pypw in Dan. 
xii. 11 has come from ‘nw pypwi; ze. ‘ow, written short, 
was misread under the influence of the theory that such a 
title as ‘God of heaven’ was alone worthy of the great 
God Yahweh ;' the article, of course, is redactional. Nor 


1 Sievers (Metr. Stud. p. 301) thinks that the formula ‘God of 
heaven and earth’ was brought by the Jews from their exile. It is, 
however, really due to the late redactor’s manipulation of an old phrase. 
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is this all. The manipulator wished for a fuller confession 
of Yahweh’s greatness, and so in v. 3 he has given us a still 
more explicit declaration of Yahweh’s universal sovereignty 
or creatorship (‘God of the heaven and God of the earth’). 
It is remarkable that this title occurs nowhere else in the 
narrative, and while I do not doubt that Yahweh, to his 
worshippers, was indeed the God of heaven, yet it seems 
to me more in accordance with the specially N. Arabian 
character of the original legends to suppose that here, as 
well as in ix. 26 and xxi. 3 (see notes), it was as the 
patron-God of the great Yerahme’elite race that the God of 
Abraham was originally referred to. 

That this God was either developed out of, or at least 
existed, side by side the great mother-goddess Ashtart, must 
be admitted to be a very probable theory (see pp. 17, 21). 
In vv. 2, 9 of the present chapter (cp. xlvii. 29) the phrase 
‘put thy hand under my thigh’ is used by Barton (Sem. 
Or. p. 281) as a confirmation of this view. The phrase 
does, in fact, indicate that the organs of reproduction were 
specially sacred to Yahweh. To be like Elohim was in 
primitive times to be capable of generating human beings. 
An Australian parallel occurs in George Grey’s Journals of 
Expeditions, etc. (1841), ii. 342, given by Driver (from Dr. 
Tylor’s reference) in his Gemeszs (p. 281). Not a word is 
needed ; the position of one seated upon the thighs of the 
other, with his hands under them, is sufficient. Among the 
Arab tribes of the Sinaitic peninsula ‘the plaintiff puts his 
hand in the defendant’s girdle, and makes him repeat the 
name of God three times before giving his evidence.’ * 

The district to which, after such a striking formality, 
the representative of Abraham was sent, was, as the printed 
text gives the name, Aram-naharaim (v. 10). To this is 
added a second specification, which at first sight appears 
more precise, ‘Ir-nahdr (the city of Nahor). Both phrases 
are difficult. The former (see Dillmann) is very variously 
explained, and there are those who would pronounce the 
second element in the name ‘naharim, corresponding to 
the Egyptian Naharin, ze. northern Syria and the country 


1 Gordon Clark, quoting from Lord Cromer’s last report on Egypt. 
See Exp. Times, xviii. 46. 
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eastward.’ Of the four other passages in which the com- 
pound name appears, one is Judg. iii. 8, where the name 
Cushan (applied to the oppressor of Israel) points to 
N. Arabia; another is the title of Ps. lx., where it is 
mentioned with Aram-Soba’ and with Edom; the third is 
I Chr. xix. 6, where it goes with Aram-Maacah and Soba; 
and the fourth Dt. xxiii. 5, where it is the country of 
Balaam’s town (‘ Pethor’), which was certainly in the south 
(cp. on Num. xxii. 5, xxiii. 7). These several passages 
will be fully treated elsewhere, but it may be said here that 
the first and third sufficiently justify us in placing Aram- 
naharaim in the Arabian border-land, to which region also 
that other compound name, Paddan-aram, may reasonably 
be considered to point (see on xxv. 20, P). It is possible 
that ‘ Naharaim’ may refer to the two border-streams which 
seem on textual grounds to be most clearly established, viz. 
those of Yarhon and of Misrim, which may also not improb- 
ably have borne other names (see on xv. 18). 

And what is ‘Ir-nahor’? Does it really mean ‘the 
city which Nahor, after Abraham had migrated to Canaan, 
still continued to inhabit, ze. Haran’ (Driver)? It is true, 
the city referred to in v. 11 must be Haran (a southern 
Eiotan see sor Xi. 31) Buteis itsclear <thatya.. natural 
alternative name for this place would be ‘ Nahor’s city’? 
If we sanction this thesis, it may be necessary to hold with 
Jensen (ZA, 1896, p. 300) and Zimmern (KAT, p. 477) 
that Nahor was a god’s name. When, however, we notice 
(a) how completely co-ordinated the two phrases in v. 10, 
om ow-bx and ym 1y-dx, are, (4) the probability 
that 7» sometimes comes from ‘~y=‘», (c) the additional 
fact that there is an Assyrian place-name Til-nabhiri,’ ze. 
Tubal-nahir,* one is led to conclude that Nahor or Nahar 
was the name of a district or region, and that “Arab-nahor 
(not ‘Ir-nahor) was the original reading, a variant to ‘ Aram- 
naharaim. Possibly, indeed, Nahor was differentiated from 


1 Cp. W. M. Miiller, As. wu. Hur. pp. 249 7; Ed. Meyer, Gesch. 
des Alt. i. 219; Gesch. Aeg. p. 227; Hogg, &. Bzd., ‘Aram-naharaim.’ 

2 See EL. B1b., ‘Zoba’; Crit. Bib. p. 274. 

3 Johns, Ass. Deeds, iil, p. 127. 

4 See LE. Bib., ‘Tel-abib’; Crit. Bzb. pp. 91 f- 
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Nahar (‘river’), just as, most probably, Haran (xi. 27) was 
differentiated from Haran (xi. 31). If so, something must 
have fallen out between v. 10 and vw. 11, relative to the 
servant’s arrival with his train at Haran. See, further, on 
xxii. 20-24, and on xxxi. 33 (where it is proposed to read 
“the God of Arab and the God of Nahor’). 

Let us now consider three other personal names. It 
is, of course, possible in the abstract that these names, 
although of N. Arabian origin, had been carried to the 
northern Aram by migrating Yerahme’elites ; but the results 
from the preceding narratives do not seem to favour this. 

First of all, let us study Ribkah (7pm). We cannot 
get to the bottom of such names without considering the 
tribal relations of the patriarchs, in so far as these are 
expressed in and by the names. In reality there is, 
broadly speaking, but one legend of the ancestry of the 
Israelites. According to this, the later people of the bené 
Israel was formed by the coalition of two related clans. 
Abraham, whose name indicates him as the representative 
of the tribe which was at home in Arab-Yerahme’el, marries 
Sarai, whose name marks her out as the representative of 
the closely-related tribe which dwelt in the district of 
Asshur (Ashhur). Isaac, ze. probably an Ashhurite tribe, 
unites with an as yet unknown figure. Jacob, ze. a Yerah- 
me’elite tribe, unites with Rachel and Leah, ze. with another 
Yerahme’elite tribe’ (both names having sprung from 
fragments of ‘Yerahme’el’); but tradition also gives 
‘Jacob’ the name of ‘Israel,’ acquired apparently through 
a forcible fusion of Jacob or Yerahme’el with a tribe called 
‘Israel’ or, more correctly, Asshurel (an Asshurite tribe, 
therefore). The common idea of all these stories (putting 
aside for the moment that of Isaac) is that the bené Israel 
arose through a combination of tribes of Yerahme’elites and 
Ashhurites. The name of Isaac’s wife ought therefore to 
be one which expresses in some form the concept of a 
Yerahme’elite tribe, and the question arises, Are there any 
of the current popular corruptions of ‘ Yerahme’el’ which 
throw light on the name Ribkah? To justify an affirma- 


1 Steuernagel too, though on different grounds, holds that originally 
only one wife was assigned to Jacob (Zzzwanderung, p. 39). 
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tive answer, let me quote 722, 195, and pna, all of which (if 
analogy is our guide) are closely akin to op, ze. Seon 
(see on 492, xlvi. 21). It follows that mpx is a strictly 
Yerahme’elite name, and it is in harmony with this that 
Ribkah is the daughter of Bethuel (Tubal, ze. Ishmael), 
whose mother bears the Yerahme’elite name Milkah (xi. 29), 
and that Laban, and therefore also Ribkah, are natives of 
the land of the bené Rekem, ze. Yerahme’el; see on 
okt Xie 

It may perhaps be objected that it is P who makes 
Ribkah the daughter of Bethuel, ‘ Bethuel’ in vv. 24, 47, 50, 
as also in xxii. 23, being probably (with whatever belongs 
to it) an interpolation, while the older narrator (J) makes 
Laban and Ribkah the children of Nahor (cp. xxix. 5, 
‘Laban ben Nahor’). But P does not write out of his 
own head. The earlier writer on whom he depends most 
probably held that Bethuel, ze. Tubal or Ishmael, and 
Nahor were alternative names of the same district, and 
since Tubalite (‘son of Tubal’) and Nahorite (‘son of 
Nahor’) were equivalent, preferred the former, as the more 
intelligible. 

The name Laban (j15) is not so easy to explain as it 
may seem. Does it really mean ‘white, and is it adopted 
from the Harranian moon-god?! And does Laban the 
shepherd correspond to the moon as shepherd of the stars? 
It would be strange indeed, for the other patriarchal 
names in these Genesis narratives are not (so far as we have 
seen) divine names or titles. Nor can we separate this 
name from the place-names nd (Dt. i. 1), toad and miad 
(Josh. x. 29, Judg. xxi. 19), the personal or rather clan- 
names 1925 (Ex. vi. 17, 1 Chr. vi. 17), and the well-known 
name of a mountain-range p12>. It is most natural to 
hold that all these names have arisen out of a great tribal 
name ‘ Laban,’ whose eponym is the ‘Laban ben Nahor,’ or 
‘Laban the Arammite’ of our narratives. A name Lapana 
is preserved in the Amarna tablets (139, 35, 37), and we 


1 Schrader, KAT”, on Gen. xxvii. 43; Jensen, ZA, 1896, p. 298 ; 
cp. Goldziher, Heb. Myth. p. 158; Winckler, G/ i. 57. Dr. J. P. 
Peters, with a light heart, adopts this view (Early Heb. Story, p. 170). 
On ‘Laban’ see further Z. Bid., ‘Laban’; ‘ Rachel,’ § 2. 
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have elsewhere (see on vi. 4) seen reason to think that the 
orb of tradition owe their name, equally with the 529 of 
IS. xxv. 3, etc, to slight phonetic corruption of [orjord. 
As a compensation for the loss of a supposed lunar god 
among the patriarchs, let me point out some fresh occur- 
rences of the name of the friendly director of human affairs, 
Mal’ak (see on xvi. 7). 

They can, indeed, as I think, hardly be overlooked, if 
we direct a trained eye to the text of vv. 7 and go. In 
v. 7 (MT.) the patriarch says to his trusty slave, ‘he (ze. 
Yahweh) shall send his messenger before thee, that thou 
mayest fetch a wife for my son from thence. Nothing is 
said expressly of the fulfilment of the promise; as Gunkel 
points out, the divine action is presupposed and not directly 
brought before us—a mark of the relatively late origin of 
the narrative. Presumably the fortunate concatenation of 
circumstances is to be taken as a proof that the promise 
was carried out. This is perfectly right, but when else- 
where Gunkel remarks that later writers did not like to say 
that Yahweh himself accompanied the patriarchs on their 
journeys, and substituted an inferior divine being—a 
‘messenger,—he is not strictly accurate. He ought at 
least to have added that the name of this ‘messenger’ had 
fallen out or been omitted. But the fact is that the name 
of the servant’s protector still exists, underlying yond, and 
that he is no inferior deity. The case is parallel to that of 
the famous passage, Ex. xxiii. 23, where, instead of ‘my 
messenger, we should most probably read Yerahme’el (or 
even ‘ Michael,’ which need not be so late as is usually 
supposed). This may be shown by Ex. xiv. 19, where the 
protective function of ‘going before’ Israel is assigned to 
obser Nn, ze. (see again on chap. xvi.) Yerahme’el- Yahweh. 
Of course, when Yahweh is speaking, it could not be said 
‘Yerahme’el-Yahweh shall go before thee, because, to 
human appearance, the speaker separates himself for the 
time from the second member of the divine duad (or triad). 
And for a similar reason, in xxiv. 7, Yahweh could not be 
represented as sending Yerahme’el-Yahweh before the 
servant of Abraham. The patriarch might have said, 
‘Yerahme’el-Yahweh ... shall go before thee, but with 
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unerring instinct the original narrator preferred the less 
startling statement, ‘Yahweh . . : shall send Michael before 
thee, that thou mayest fetch a wife for my son.’ After all, 
though Michael (Yerahme’el) was not a mere messenger— 
for all matters were settled by the divine council,—yet, if 
represented as separate from Yahweh, he could not but be 
said to be commissioned by Yahweh. 

Another corroboration of the Arabian theory is fur- 
nished by v. 55. The interest of the passage for most scholars 
lies in the supposed reference to the division of the month 
into decades (see &. 82b., ‘Month, § 6). The text has, 
‘Let the damsel remain with us wy Sx ow.’ The phrase 
is, at any rate, peculiar? The prevalent view that wy 
may be used for ‘a decade’ is against usage; it can only 
mean ‘the tenth day of the month, or, at any rate, ‘the 
last day of the decade. But for a moment suppose it 
otherwise, and let the words be taken to mean what even 
Kautzsch thinks they do mean—‘let the damsel remain 
with us some days or ten, or, as Ball prefers, ‘a month or 
(at least) ten days’; is this natural? Why trouble the 
servant with an alternative period? At this point we 
must begin to criticise the text. Wy IW being exegetically 
impossible, may it not be corrupt? And the answer is, 
Certainly, if we can show that similar corruptions have 
been traced elsewhere. And this we can show. Similar 
mistakes to that of ww» for tWwx abound. The most 
complete parallels to the present case are perhaps in Am. 
iii. 12, where wry should be “wx, a gloss on the preceding 
word pwot (as to which see on xv. 2), in Am. i. I and 
Zech. xiv. 5, where went has come from Nx (= ws). 
There are also some passages (e.g. Ps. lv. 4) where a stronger 
sense is produced by reading wx instead of yw. As for 
yx, it is not uncommon to find a simple ) where we should 
expect ni (= that is), introducing a gloss. If so, we could 


1 In v. 40 Gunkel alters the text, and reads, ‘ Yahweh, who has 
walked before me.’ But this effaces the distinction between ‘ Yahweh’ 
and ‘ Mal’ak-Yahweh,’ and the reason for the change seems to me very 
trifling. 

2 @ ipepas woe deka; Sam. win w om; Pesh. only expresses 
on win, Olsh, and Ball, ’y 1s oD win. 
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not be surprised to find .x occurring once instead of xi. 
(The case, however, does in fact occur a second time, viz. 
in Isa. xxvii. 4, where we should read sy (not 3x); but 
here the pronoun does not indicate a gloss.) Thus we get 
the gloss Ttwrx NW, ‘that is, Asshur. And if we may 
consider that the wim of Sam. (instead of the wy of 
MT.) is a various reading, it is obviously a confirmation of 
our view, for win, like womin Josh. ii. 1, Dam in Judg. 1. 35, 
Witi./13,01sa: xixsoeGQe apa), (wim Min 2 S. sxe oeane 
wan itself in Hos. v. 7 and perhaps elsewhere, both can, 
and in this particular setting must, represent 77x; now 
wx and amex are slightly different forms of the same name 
of a N. Arabian district. 

The gloss which we have now recovered—viz. ‘that is, 
Asshur ’—was inserted, after having suffered corruption, in 
the wrong place. Originally it stood in the margin. The 
redactor probably read 7iwy-Ty, ‘unto the tenth day (of the 
current month), and finding a reference in v. 55 to a 
postponement of Ribkah’s journey, he foisted ’y ty into the 
text there. 

But this is not the whole solution of the textual problem. 
Is it not highly improbable that the redactor would insert 
these two words in the mzddle of a sentence? Let us then 
look at the rest of v. 55, which may, very likely, turn out to 
be a transformation of something connected with wy Ty. 

As the traditional text (MT. and @) now stands, v. 55 
closes with 75m  anxh]. Now, though this phrase is 
strangely short and ambiguous, we should not stumble at it, 
but for the discovery that the preceding words are a corrup- 
tion of a gloss. Very possibly, therefore, this phrase too 
may be corrupt. Certainly }, as noted above, often repre- 
sents ni, ‘that is, and mx (like tmx) often represents 
TTTDN, and qbn, like pon in Xxvii. 3, may easily have come 
from 5am (Tubal in MT.), a form of Ethbaal = Ishmael. 
The two closing words may therefore have come from yw 
/amx "wx, ‘that is, Ashhur-Ethbaal,’ and it would, I think, be 
inconsistent not to adopt this well-founded theory. 

Returning now to o, it is surely both justifiable and 
expedient to point om (Hos. vi. 2). The sense then 
becomes, ‘And her brother and her mother said, ‘Let the 
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damsel remain two days.’ Sievers (p. 304) has already 
suggested this reading, which, however, is here offered 
independently of his great work. But wy 4K he fails to 
make plausible. ‘Two days or a decade’ (assuming ‘ decade’ 
to be possible) can, in spite of @, hardly mean ‘about ten 
days. As we have seen, the verse closes with a twofold 
gloss, ‘that is, Asshur; that is, Ashhur-Ethbaal, which is 
misplaced, and belongs to v. 62 (see below). 

Another problem. Where was Isaac when he met 
Ribkah and her escort? The latter would naturally journey 
back to Hebron. Nothing is said of this in our present 
text of vv. 62-67. V. 62, however, is, by common admis- 
sion, corrupt, and the only question is, how to correct it, 
having equal regard to critical method and to the require- 
ments of the whole context. N20 x2 becomes in Sam. 
2701 81 (implied too by @). But this is plainly wrong ; 
cp. Num. xxi. 18, where MT. has 12700, but @ presupposes 
4N20 (which many prefer). In our passage 4x1” is prefer- 
able to 12702; the 12 which follows is dittographed.’ It 
is true, we expect to be told not only whence Isaac came, 
but whither he went. And our text, if treated by the right 
methods, meets our expectation. Inv. 55 we have already 
found a misplaced gloss. Let it be added that in uv. 63 
another misplaced word exists—a word which, without 
experience of similar phenomena elsewhere, no one could 
possibly account for, but which we are now happily able to 
explain. The word is mw (for ms). What can this 
mean? To complain (to God)? To meditate? To 
pray? To cut brushwood? No; the word is unintelligible 
(Kautzsch). Hence Gesenius (and perhaps Pesh.) would 
read awd, ‘to go about, ‘to make a tour of inspection.’ 
But no such information is required. It suffices to know 
that Isaac went out into the country towards evening. The 
word referred to is (1) misplaced, and (2) corrupt. And 
what can mw come from? Can we hesitate? In xxv. 2 
’p is a corruption of 77wx. Most probably it is so here ; 
read, therefore, xd, and restore this to its original place 
in v. 62 after x2 ‘E>. 

Now, too, we can understand the misplaced gloss of 


1 So Lagarde ; ‘librarius duas literas repetivit.’ 
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which the correct form is Sanna sw WR NT (see on 
@ 55). It*relates most: 'probably toy the Veorrupt md. 
V. 62 should therefore run thus, ‘ Now Isaac had come to 
Ashhur [that is, Asshur; that is, Ashhur-Ethbaal] from 
Beer-Yerahme’el ; indeed, he dwelt in the land of the 
Negeb. V. 626 accounts for the mention of Beer- 
Yerahme’el, which is here placed in the Negeb. By Ashhur, 
or Ashhur-Ethbaal, is meant the city of Ephron, respecting 
the various names of which see on chap. xxiii. The death 
of Abraham seems to have called Isaac to the place where 
his father had dwelt. Here he remained till the return of 
Abraham’s servant with Ribkah. When the caravan 
appeared he was taking the air at evening in the open 
country. Whether the period of mourning for his father 
was over, we are not told; even the death of Abraham is 
omitted, and according to Wellhausen (CH, pp. 29 f) the 
original ax in v. 67 6 has been changed by a redactor into 
Tar. 

I cannot myself, however, follow Wellhausen. Indeed, 
I question whether this scholar has seen the whole problem. 
That Ox is wrong, I admit; but is yas right? Ball 
(p. 79) tries to help by inserting m1 before pix. But this 
is too bold, and still leaves “mx, which is wrong (we expect 
Sy). Both these scholars omit yox mw in v. 67a as a 
marginal gloss. But what an unnecessary gloss! And 
are we sure about m5mqn7?_ If a tent is mentioned at all, 
it ought to be the wife’s own tent (xxxi. 33). It is certain, 
however, that Sax sometimes (e.g. in iv. 20) comes from an 
imperfectly written Syomp; and possible that Ox may 
have come from ‘ny, ze. Poy, and mw from snv[x]. I 
would therefore read [Noy amwex] Toxarry ’y 4, ‘and Isaac 
brought her to Yerahme’el [Ashhur-Ammon]. At the end 
of v. 67 comes the same geographical gloss dittographed 
(minx, as often,= 79mTtx). The reader will remember that 
Isaac is residing temporarily at Ephron’s city, called some- 
times Ashhur-Yerahme’el (see above). 


t VY, 66 implies that Abraham has passed away ; otherwise, why is 
there no report to Abraham? Gunkel, who supposes two recensions of 
the story, thinks that one of these read vas, ‘his father,’ instead of 1x, 
“his mother,’ in v. 67. 
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It only remains to note briefly that in v. 35 the absurd 
‘camels and asses’ should be corrected as proposed on 
xii. 16 (cp. on xxx. 43), and that in v. 60, for PNIwW Iyw mx, 
we should most probably read Sxynw Wr mx. Cp. on 
xxi 17: ) lt is, of course, a region,:not a city, which is here 
referred to, 


SONS OF-KETURAH; “DEATH OF. ABRAHAM 
(GEN. XXV. 1-6, 7-II @) 


THE first of these passages (vv. 1-6) is not consistent 
with chap. xxiv. It speaks of a second wife and more 
children of Abraham, whereas in chap. xxiv. Abraham is 
near his end’ and has only one son. Here, however, we 
are told of a second wife or concubine (see v. 6, 1 Chr. i. 32, 
and cp. xvi. 3, P, where Hagar is called wx), whose sons 
are either eleven, if (with Gunkel) we omit the names 
ending in o or mo (v. 34), or sixteen. As to the name 
Keturah, Wellhausen (CH, p. 29, note 1) makes it another 
name for Hagar. One would rather suggest (after Holz.) 
that ‘Abraham’ may have been substituted for ‘ Ishmael.’ 
It is more important, however, to explain the name Keturah. 
Glaser (Skzzze, ii. 450) finds in it a reference to the ancient 
road of the Minzean incense-merchants. But if the parallel 
name Basemath (xxvi. 34) has come from a popular cor- 
ruption of the name of a N. Arabian district or region, and 
if ‘Ishmael’ has sometimes, or even often, become jnow 
(misinterpreted ‘oil’), we may presume that ‘ Keturah’ had 
originally nothing to do with incense, but referred to a 
district. Plainly the name should be grouped with mn p, 
jnIp, m1, and perhaps even Npimmn, pmin, my. All these 


1 Cp. preceding note. 
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possibly, and almost certainly the three first mentioned, 
come from minwrx. That Abraham should have an 
‘ Ashhartite’ wife or concubine is not unnatural (cp. on 
‘ Kiryath-arba,’ xxili, 2). 

Turning to the names of the ‘sons’ (cp. articles in 
E. Bzb.), 1 remark with some surprise that Ed. Meyer 
(pp. 313-322) repeats the old errors. ‘Leummim,’ to him, 
still means ‘peoples’; Letushim is ‘surely connected with 
J/wvd, “to sharpen”’; ‘Asshurim’ is not to be illustrated 
by 2 S. ii. 9, because ‘ Ashuri’ there is, ‘I suppose uni- 
versally, regarded as a scribe’s error. Elsewhere (p. 541) 
it is even called ‘absurd.’ Let readers of Ed. Meyer beware. 
“Zimran, > he “says, is trom “io "a, kind of ‘stag. am 
investigation of the passages in which ‘ Zimri’ occurs may 
put us on a better track. Unless 1 Chr. ii. 6 (a passage 
which is not adequately appreciated by Meyer, p. 300), be 
an exception, all the passages suggest that the name is of 
N. Arabian origin. It harmonises with this that in an 
early Babylonian text we find the name Zimri-hammu, 
which is a transferred N. Arabian name, meaning Zimri- 
Yarham (cp Hammu-rabi, Yarham-arab). We need not 
therefore appeal to the discoveries of Doughty, Euting, and 
Huber pointing to the (quite late) occupation of Central 
Arabia by Aramaic tribes. 

Yokshan appears in @*" as vextav, ze. jwp (so Tuch 
and Meyer), which comes from ‘orm “wx (see on x. 25); 
» is miswritten for m=w. ‘Kishon, ‘Achish, ‘Cush, may 
be compared.—/shbak ; cp. Shobek, Ishbah; also perhaps 
Semachiah, Sibbecai—S/uah. Meyer has not observed that 
Del. has retracted his identification with the Mesopotamian 
Suhi (47/200, p. 139). Shuhah (1 Chr. iv. 11) is a Calebite 
name, derived from mwx.— Sheba and Dedan, in x. 7, are 
sons of Ra‘amah (Yerahme’el) ; in x. 28, Sheba is a son of 
Yoktan. No serious difference exists. 

Now as to the (probably) interpolated clause, v. 3 0. 
The Asshurim, so troublesome to Meyer, are a branch of 
the tribe or race—once very widely extended—of Asshur 
or Ashhur, Cp. on ‘Shur’ and“ Asshur, 29 18% alsomom 
‘Sheba, Asshur,’ Ezek. xxvii. 23.—Letushim (cp. on wn, 
iv. 22), comes from Ashtulim or (1 Chr. ii. 53) Eshtaulim, 
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for the origin of which see on iv. 25. Possibly the closing 
syllable of these first two names should be, not é, but dw. 
—Leummim, either from obxemn or from odxynw, as 
probably in Ps. vii. 8, lxv. 8. See &. Bzd., ‘Letushim and 
Leummim, and cp. on nn, xxiii. 9.—Ephah, in 1 Chr. ii. 46, 
Caleb’s concubine.—Epher (nny), see on onpn, xii. 5 1.— 
ffanok, see on v. 18.—y TAX probably =yp my. For ax, 
see on XxXxXlil. 19; ‘for: the N: Arabian name y,/on 
2 K. xi. 4.—v75x, perhaps from yrdya. 5y2 in names 
may represent the second part of ‘ow or ‘arm.— TV. 6 tells 
us that Abraham, in his lifetime, sent the sons of his 
concubines to the land of Rekem (Op. =oOn~); To Ip and 
‘D pox are variants. Among these sons is Midian (see on 
XXxvii. 28). 

With regard to xxv. 7-11 a (P) observe—(a) in v. 7 the 
corrupt, unbiblical ‘7 7x (see on v. 5), which should rather 
be ATR, a gloss on Op1 pry, wv. 6, revised text (cp. on vw. 
18); and (4) the recognition, v. 9, of Isaac and Ishmael as 
both sons of Abraham. 


Ate TRIBES OF ISHMAEL (GENoxXxy, 
12-17, ; 18, J) 


THERE were probably twelve tribes of Ishmael (cp. xvii. 
20, P) before there were twelve of Israel; see EZ. vb, 
‘Tribes, § 5. Israel was younger than Ishmael. 

<4 It is rather strange to read ‘the names .. . by their 
names.” Here certainly is an error which ought to be, 
but has not yet been, corrected. It occurs again in 
xxxvi. 40, and lies in omowa, which, following mnw 5x, 
is a superfluity such as even P cannot safely be accused 
of (cp. Gunkel). Both here and in xxxvi. 4o it is a 
development of own, 22. Sxyow ay (see on ‘ Basemath, 

23 
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xxvi. 34), a geographical gloss. A scribe mistook nwa 
(finals slowly became general) for ‘mwa. —5ratr, the name 
of an Arab chief, temp. Tiglath-Pileser III.1 (KAT, 
pp. 58, 145), probably from Ty and bol ]—owre 
and pawn, expansions of pwn (see above) and yow (=’n) 
respectively—j1N17, connected with oytN? Cp. &. B2b,, 
‘Dumah.’—nwn», apparently mentioned by Tiglath-Pileser IIL. 
with Tema. An Ishmaelite name (see on nw, x. 30).— 
Tits» probably =T1i7 cand: 11h so 1ep. on “Numa scxnvigeas 
(anpbz)—rm, to be grouped with wim (Ex. iii, 1), 4m 
(Ex. iv. 18), Pm (Josh. xv. 48), but also with Tux, or rather 
jon (1. 10), Ws (Ezra ii. 16), and names in Assyrian deeds 
such as Atar-hamu, Atar-kamu, etc.” As in the case of the 
goddess Atar-samain, Atar=‘Athtar=Ashtar. Cp. also 
Nabatzan nim (Cooke, p. 245). The men of Yetir were 
Ashtarites (cp. on Dt. i. 4).—wp2; cp. on ‘ Nephisim’ (Ezra 
ii. 50). The origin, of course, was soon forgotten; but 
certainly it is an early corruption of jpw (cp. jpw, 2 K. 
xxii. 3, 12), Ze. jaw (cp. TmIAw, etc.) =jow, ze. Sxvow; cp. 
DY = pwik==/om.  Cp.on xxiii. 15, Jude. v.18, 2 I.—TO 1p. 
Cpmiorp, DE ile26,.cte.; DID Id, S230 opm 
xxv. 6; 2107p, xv. 19.—n Tp is an early modification of 
ppl = on. 

V. 18 (J), which R no doubt meant as the sequel of 
v. 16, is ‘full of difficulties’ to the prevalent criticism, ‘ for 
the geographical data do not seem reconcilable’ (Ozf Hex. 
ii. 37a). From our point of view, however, it must be 
clear (see on xvi. 7, and Cri. Bib. on 1 S. xv. 7; xxvii. 8) 
that since (1) Amalek is undoubtedly a popular corruption 
of Yerahme’el, and (2) Ishmael and Yerahme’el are equivalent, 
the account given of the tribal limits of Amalek must agree 
with that given of those of Ishmael. It is plain, too, that 
in tS. xv. 7 and xxvii. 8 (see Crit. Bzb.) oxo should be 
read Misrim; the Amalekite and the Misrite regions were 
contiguous (see on I S. xxx. 9 f-).2 Hence in Gen. xxv. 18 


1 The ‘ Musri’ spoken of is the N. Arabian, as Winckler has shown 
(Hibbert Journal, ii. 581, April 1904). 

2 See Johns, Ass. Deeds, index, p. 551, and cp. Zimmern, KAT®), 
pp. 434 

3 There are few things in the MT. more improbable than the 
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it would be the height of rashness to read owxn ‘ Misraim’ 
(Egypt). Of course, the scribe who wrote ‘Asshur’ was 
not the same who wrote ‘Shur. “wx x2 is a gloss, and 
v. 18 6 is a gloss upon this very gloss, derived from xvi. 12. 
The first to recognise that the Asshur spoken of is in 
N. Arabia was Hommel (AH7, pp. 240 f), though he 
misunderstands both o»x0 and the closing words (‘131 ‘25-5y); 
the former he reads Misraim, and the latter mp ~5-by, 
‘(that is) before Kelah’ (see on x. 11). Under the influence 
of xvi. 12 (the text of which is left) this became what we 
now read in MT. The objection to this view is twofold. 
(1) xvi. 126 and xxv. 184 are both corrupt and must be 
explained together. (2) 5p, ‘fell? ze. ‘settled, is as im- 
possible as yo" 59. Experience of the recurrent types of 
textual corruption will alone enable us to correct these 
errors. IN, aS in xvi. 126 (see note), has come from 
same (a fuller form of Asshur, not noticed by Hommel). 
As for 5p) (Krochmal and Gritz guess pb3), we must look 
out for some name that can be combined with Ashhur. 
Lapana, mentioned in Am. Tab. 136,35. 57;.in ‘theland. of 
Ubi (Damascus ?), may be the right name; it is probably 
= Laban (see on xxiv. 29). Thus v. 18 6 will run thus, ‘in 
front of all Ashhur-lapan. ‘Lapanites, by an easy cor- 
ruption, became ‘ Niphlites’ (see on ‘ Nephilim,’ vi. 4). 

sentence, ‘I am a young man of Egypt, the slave of an Amalekite’ (see 


Bible Problems, 1904, p. 170). I look in vain for a real explanation 
of this. 

1 A Dutch scholar (A. Noordtzij), however, actually says, ‘The ex- 
pression “before Egypt” is only accurate if Egypt is intended.’ He 
refers to ‘the map,’ and compares Ex. xv, 22, Gen. xx. 1. See 7%. 77., 
1906, p. 392. I should like to see that wonderful map. 
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P’s introduction (vv. 19 f) to the Isaac-section is followed 
by J’s account of the birth and upbringing of Esau and 
Jacob, with a small interwoven fragment of P (v. 26 0). 

First as to the twins and their struggling in the womb. 
How large a place twins occupy in mythologies—suggested 
by the heavenly twins'—is well known. Dr. Rendel 
Harris’s recent book on the Cult of the Twins exempts me 
from the duty of seeking after completeness. I may, 
however, mention a Polynesian parallel to the story before 
us, taken from a creation-myth of Mangaia. Tangaroa (see 
p. 9) and Rongo are the twins; the former should have 
been born first, but gave precedence to his brother Rongo.’ 
And just as Esau is favoured by Isaac, and Jacob by Ribkah, 
so Tangaroa is the favourite of his father Vatea, and Rongo 
of his mother Papa. Tangaroa was the cleverer, and in- 
structed his brother Rongo in the arts of agriculture. A 
still more complete parallel is the story of Akrisios and 
Proitos, sons of Abas, king of Argos, who began their 
rivalry in their mother’s womb.’ In Egyptian mythology 
the nearest parallel is the birth-story of the divine brothers 
Osiris and Set-Typhon.4 They were not indeed twins, being 
born, the one on the first, the other on the third of the 
‘additional days’ (x. émayopuévar), but equally with Esau 
and Jacob they belong to the class of hostile brothers, so 


1 The original heavenly twins were surely the sun and moon. 

2 Gill, Myths and Songs from the S. Pacific, p. to (quoted by 
Stucken, p. 232). 

3 Apollod. Bzblioth. ii. 2, 1 (Stucken, p. 200). Cp. also the story 
of Kronos and Rhea (Hesiod, Zheog. 467-476), also adduced by 
Stucken). 

* See Maspero, Dawz of Civ. pp. 172, 208. 
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well represented in myths. Of Typhon, Plutarch (De. Js. 
c. 12) relates, ‘neither in due time, nor in the right place, 
but breaking through with a blow, he leaped out through 
his mother’s side, and a similar story is told of the birth of 
the Vedic god Indra.” For this we have a closer Hebrew 
parallel in the birth-story of the twins Peres and Zerah 
(xxxviii. 27-30; see note). 

We see from this how the early Hebrew stories grew up. 
Features of mythic origin attached themselves to personages 
who had not, so far as we can now see, a mythic origin. 
Had we the Hebrew stories in a more complete and a more 
original form, we might be able to reproduce the under- 
lying myths. It is something, however, to discern how 
these strange features in the stories of the patriarchs arose. 
Naturally the oracle interprets the struggling in the womb 
as an omen of a feud between the brothers. 

In P’s highly characteristic contribution we meet with 
the new and strange geographical name Paddan-aram. Its 
meaning, according to Winckler, is doubtful, but it is 
certainly not = Mesopotamia (G/ ii. 51). The more familiar 
name ‘ Aram-naharaim’ has already (see on xxiv. 10) been 
shown to point most probably to the southern Aram, ze. 
some part of the N. Arabian border-land. As to ‘ Paddan, 
our safest course is to group it with those other O.T. names 
of which fd forms the kernel (see on Num. i. 10), and with 
the Assyrian names Padi and Paddt-ili, and the Punic ‘1p.’ 
Nor must we ignore the fact that pap in Ezra ii. 44 is 
combined with pip and sxmyp, both ultimately corruptions 
of 1mwrx ; also that nxT7p (Num. i. 10) has probably come 
from 77x 7D. Paddan was therefore presumably in 
Asshur-Yerahme’el. We may confirm this by Hos. xii. 12 ; 
the present text is plainly wrong, but underneath it we can 
see ‘and Jacob fled to the field of Aram, and Israel served 
in Ashhur (Twx from /mwx), and in Ashhur he was preserved 
(aow2)’; ze. Aram (Yerahme’el) and Ashhur are parallel, 
equivalent names for the region where Jacob sojourned with 


1 Cp. Cain and Abel, Romulus and Remus, Joskeha and Tawiscara 
(Iroquois of N. America). 

2 Oldenberg, Relig. des Veda, p, 134, note 3. 

3 See Johns, Ass. Deeds, iii. 238. 
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Laban. We may also mention the problem of the title of 
a Cassite king of Babylonia, ‘king of Padan and Alman’ 
(Hommel, Gv. p. 190). Do these names come from Arabia? 

We now pass on to J’s portion. We must, as usual, 
give our best attention both to the names and to J’s 
explanations of the names; the latter may turn out to be 
suggestive. The names are Esau, Jacob, Seir, and Edom. 
ywy (Esau) is taken to mean ‘hairy, shaggy’;* if this is 
correct, there must, according to analogies, have been a 
district to which the name ‘hairy, ze. perhaps ‘wooded,’ 
was applied. Now there was certainly a district called in 
very ancient times® by the name yw (Seir), and it is just 
conceivable that yw» and cry may be synonymous and 
refer to the same district.2 Unfortunately we cannot be at 
all sure that yw originally meant ‘hairy, (1) because the 
allusion to this meaning in xxvii. 11, coming from an old 
Hebrew writer, is more likely to be wrong than right, and 
beside it in v. 16 there stands (as Gunkel supposes) an 
allusion to the possible meaning ‘goat’; (2) because, now 
at any rate, Seir is for the most part barren (Noldeke, 
&. Brb., col. 1184), and (3) because analogy requires that 
yw as a geographical name should be a curtailed form of 
some longer and more widely-spread name. What that 
longer name is we can hardly fail to see. For several 
reasons it is most probably sywx; note especially how often 
in the MT. syy has come from wx or 7K (see on 
xxii) 17): 

Now if the origin of yw may, on grounds of analogy, 
be traced to wr, so also may that of ywy.* In the case of 
neither word can any stress safely be laid on tf There is 
a group of related names, such as %ipy», Spin, Opry, my, in 


1 On doubtful philological grounds (see Z. Bzé., col. 1333, note 3). 
Aware of this, Driver (p. 246) and Hommel (G~ p. 164, note 3, but 
cp. p. 167, note 3) would read “Eshau instead of ‘Esau. 

2 See the famous passage in the Harris papyrus (Rameses III.), 
andycpreW eM MEAS L777 pp Esi5n fae AO: 

3 That Esau and Seir are closely connected geographically is plain 
from xxxvi, 8 and Dt. i. 5, 8. 

* Cp. on Dt. ill. 17 (anvy and snvx equivalent), and for the curtail- 
ment of nwy into wy cp. Nw from nws in Isa. v. 20, xxx. 28. In xxv. 34 
(see below) a gloss informs us that ‘Esau’ is =‘ Ashtar, 
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all of which! sy seems to have come from wr, while nipy 
in Ssmipy has probably come from -mws (cp. Tix from ‘TDK 
in Hos. xii. 12). We can now understand still better how 
Esau and Seir, and Seir and the Horites respectively, came 
to be so closely linked, and also how Esau and Jacob came 
to be represented as brothers. All these names except the 
last come from Asshur or (in the case of Hor) Ashhur, 
while the last (apy) ultimately goes back to om. See on 
XxXxil. 28, and note that the current explanations, ‘He 
follows’ or ‘He rewards, imply an exaggerated confidence 
in the persistence of the original forms of Hebrew names. 
On the supposed parallel to v. 26a in Hos. xii. 4 a, see on 
SEX Kila 3-335 

May we connect ‘Esau’ with the Usdos of Philo of 
Byblus (Eus. Prep. Ev. i. 10. 102? A direct connexion is 
plausible but unsafe. So far as legendary details go, there 
is not much similarity between them, and Usoos is much 
more probably either the personification of the city of Usu? 
(Paletyrus) or the Grecised form of wy, ze. Ashhur. 
Thus an indirect connexion of Usoos with Esau may 
perhaps be admitted. The name of his brother Samem- 
rumos may also be indirectly connected with Jacob, ze. 
Yerahme’el, for ‘Samem’ almost certainly represents Sxynw> 
(seenp: 19, note I,,and cp. on xxiv. 3), and ‘rum’ comes 
from oN, so that the whole name is = Ishmael-aram. 

Next, as to J’s explanation of ‘Esau’ (v. 25). Accord- 
ing to MT. it runs thus—‘and the first came out ruddy, 
all of him like a hair-mantle ; so his name was called Esau.’ 
It should be plain, in spite of Winckler,? that »297" cannot 
mean ‘shaggy. Hence either “1x must have displaced 
some word meaning ‘shaggy’ (so Budde),* or ayw moaqN> 
needs critical correction, so as to produce the meaning ‘like 
a ved garment. The former view is unnatural, for there is 
no word meaning ‘shaggy’ that at all resembles ‘tw, and a 
violent substitution of one word for another is most improbable. 
sw, however, may without violence be corrected, so as to 


Cp. the name 1vy on a Hebrew seal (Cooke, p. 362). 

See &. Bib., ‘Esau,’ § 1; ‘Hosah,’ and cp. Hommel, G7. pp. 1667 
AOE. B44 fas cp. jeremiass 4 AO, p.1235. 

Die bibl. Urgeschichte (1883), p. 217, note 2. 
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produce the required sense. How often do we find yw 
miswritten for wg (see on xxii. 17, xxiii. 10, xxiv. 60)! 
To justify this let me remark (1) that we are now concerned 
with a professed explanation of the name yw», ze. Tx, and 
(2) that (if I am not much mistaken) coloured stuffs are 
repeatedly spoken of in the true text of the O.T. as special 
commodities of Ishmaelite (Yerahme’elite) or Asshurite 
Arabia. Thus, it was a ‘mantle of Shinar’ (ze. of Ishmael- 
Arabia; see on x. 10) that Achan coveted under Joshua 
(see on Josh. vii. 21), and a difficult phrase in Am. ii. 8 
should probably be understood as ‘Habulite (ze. Yerah- 
me’elite) garments.’ Lastly, in Ezek. xxxiii. 5 7. we find 
the Asshurites referred to as clothed in blue-purple, and in 
xxvii. 7 (rev. text), blue-purple and red-purple are spoken 
of as coming from Ishmaelite Arabia.’ 

These facts make it reasonable to suppose that the 
colour of Esau’s, ze. of Asshur’s, skin is compared to that 
of mantles such as were known far and wide through the 
Arabian merchants. The ‘red-purple’ of such mantles 
suggested a comparison for the ruddy skin and blue veins of 
an infant. The figure derived an additional fitness from 
the fact that these mantles were ‘mantles of Asshur, ” 
which supplied a fresh reason for the child’s being called 
“ Asshur, 

It is customary to find a strong dash of humour in the 
description in v. 25. ‘In those witticisms, says Peters,’ 
“one sees before him just the type of wild Edomite which 
Israel held up to laughter as Esau. The open shirt displays 
a breast so hairy that it looks like a goat’s beard hanging 
down. The hairy legs below the short shirt might pass for 
a satyr’s limbs. The hair of the head’—but why should ] 
continue? The description is quite out of place as an 
illustration of v. 25. Esau is not here represented as 


1 For ‘Ishmael’ the text has ‘Elishah’; cp. x. 4, ‘Elishah and 
Tarshish’ (Ishmael and Ashtar), 

2 The phrase yw nsw occurs again only in Zech. xiii. 4, where the 
reading seems correct; the characteristic garment of a prophet is 
meant. But how strange it would be if the child Esau were said to 
have looked altogether like a little prophet! On ‘sackcloth,’ see the 
£. Bib. article. 

3 Early Hebrew Story (1904), pp. 131 fr 


STORY OF ESAU AND JACOB (GEN. xxv. 19-34) 361 


ridiculously hairy,’ nor as having a skin reddened by long 
exposure to the sun. If Esau is called ’admdni, so also is 
David (1 S. xvi. 12, xvii. 42), in whose case the ‘ ruddiness’ 
spoken of is a sign of youthful beauty; a skin burned by 
exposure to the sun would have been otherwise described 
(see Lam. iv. 8, and contrast Cant. v. 10). 

We cannot therefore avoid the conclusion that the 
account in xxv. 25 represents Esau as a handsome child, 
with a ruddy hue like the young David. At the same time 
it must be admitted that with the tradition of the filched 
birthright in chap. xxvii. there is very distinctly interwoven 
a reference to a birth-story in which Esau, or rather Seir 
(=Esau), was represented as hairy (yw), and probably 
the details which contain the reference are meant to be 
humorous.” Unfortunately the birth-story in question is 
lost. 

The narrator does not leave his story unfinished. We 
naturally ask how ‘the boys’ (v. 27) grew up. According 
to the MT., ‘Esau became a man skilled in hunting, a man 
of the open land (mw), and Jacob was a perfect man, a 
dweller in tents. Here, as in v. 25 a, we have two double 
clauses, and Gunkel, as before, assigns them to different 
writers. Ought he not, however, first of all to have examined 
the text, having due regard to usage and to recurrent types 
of correction? Surely the phrase 77H ws ought to be 
questioned, (1) because it is too vague, (2) because it 
occurs nowhere else, and (3) because the phrase which 
would give the nearest analogy (TO7NT wn) occurs only 
in one passage of MT., and there appears to be corrupt. 
Observe, too, that the parallel phrase in this description is 
not (as most suppose) o»ST rw, but om ww, and we have 
a right to expect some further light on the names of the 
twin brothers. on, which critics have found so perplexing,’ 


1 It is not wise to drag in an Arabic word to explain a very doubt- 
ful Hebrew word. 

2 Cp., however, the archeological explanation of W. R. Smith and 
Sayce (Z. &76., col. 1334, note 1). 

3 Some explain on ‘simple, plain’ (@ dmAacros; Aq. amAots; 
Vg. simplex) ; others, ‘quiet,’ or (Z. Bzd., col. 1334, note 4) ‘harmless.’ 
But on everywhere else means ‘blameless,’ or ‘devoted to God.’ This 
does not suit here ; textual criticism must therefore be applied. 
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must come from 5Syn=5Sxvnm, for ‘Ishmael’ is the 
equivalent of ‘Yerahme’el,’ and it is the name ‘ Yerah- 
me’el’ which underlies the much-worn and corrupted name 
‘Ya‘akob.’ ‘Esau, then, must obviously be described as 
amy tmx. He was the progenitor of a race which dwelt 
in a mountainous part of Ashhur known as Seir. Ya‘akob, 
on the other hand, represented the dwellers in a neighbouring 
but more fertile region known to the Israelites as Yishma’el 
or Yerahme’el. Thus the names of the brothers are clearly 
accounted for. Now, too, we can see the genesis of the 
superfluous mw (v. 34), and are relieved from the necessity 
of endorsing Wellhausen’s satirical comment on Hebrew 
supplementers and redactors.”, It is probably a corruption 
of mx Nv, ‘ that is, Ashtar’—a gloss on ywy, which intruded 
into the text at a very unsuitable place. We can also now 
see the popular justification of the equation, Esau = Edom 
(i 20) “cps xXxxvil~T). « The®obscure iname= dom savas 
popularly interpreted ‘red,’ and ‘Esau’ (Asshur) by a little 
ingenuity acquired the same meaning. 

As to their occupations, ‘Esau was a skilled hunter, 
Jacob a dweller in tents” No more is wanted, and no more 
is given. The rest of the passage, as we have seen, is 
geographical. 


1 Cp. b5yanx (1 K. xvi. 31), and note that in 1 K. xxii. 34 on has 
become isn?. See also on 1 S. x. Io. 

2 «When the original stops at the statement “he ate,” some com- 
passionate soul among the editors is sure to give the man something to 
drink’ (Wellh. Savz. p. 25), quoted approvingly by Gunkel. 

3 So in 1 S. i. g anew ne comes from Tnvx anv ann, ‘that is, Ashhur 
[Ashtar],’ a gloss on ‘Shiloh’; ‘Ashtar’ is a variant to ‘Ashhur.’? In 
1 K. iv. 20 ony (nw from nw) has a similar origin. 


ISAACTAL “GERAK AND) BEE RSHEBA 
(GEN. XXVI. I-33) 


SOME details (from J and others) respecting Isaac’s life 
at Gerar and Beersheba. Note that Isaac, like Abraham, 
finds his own moral and religious standards recognised by 
his hosts and neighbours. All that has to be said here 
relates to names; it may be supplemented by what has 
been noticed in chap. xx. (on geographical points and on 
peelctin’ )Cpalso: on Xi; 10-20, ‘xxi. 22-31. In the 
present narrative criticism reveals to us many half-effaced 
indications of a N. Arabian background. Thus in v. 2 (end) 
we should certainly read Synm 7 wx p1ni (see on xxii. 2), 
and in v. 3 MNT pqNa WI has probably arisen out of 72 PANd, 
‘in the land of Gerar,’ a gloss on the preceding words ‘in 
the land of Asshur-Yerahme’el.—In v. 20 pwy, like wor 
elsewhere, is one of the many early distortions of 7K; 
cp. pw from -mwrx [oy], Ps. Ixxii. 4, and see on 72D, 
xi. 29; pm, xvii. 19.—In v. 26 ‘ Pikol his general’ comes 
frome A bimelech.prince of (Sibeon.* (see on xxi. 22).-) We 
may therefore well question the correctness of MINN 
(‘Ahuzzath’). Its true origin is plain; it has come from 
nrir, ze. mamwse. See on wn, xxii. 22. yy also needs 
re-examination. The specialising renderings ‘his confi- 
dential friend’ (BDB), ‘his vizier’ (Holz.), cannot be well 
supported.'. Probably ’p has come from Din NWT, ‘ that is, 
Aram (Yerahme’el), a gloss on "mw. Thus v. 26 becomes, 
‘and Abimelech went to him from Gerar [Ashhur, ze. 
Aram ; ze. Abimelech, a prince of Ishmael].’ To connect 
‘Ahuzzath’ with the Babylonian kakodzemon Ahhazu 
(Stucken) is rather fantastic. 


1 © 6 vupdhaywyds adrod (cp. Judg. xiv. 20 @ [A and Luc.]). 
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ESAU’S WIVES (GEN. XXVI. 34, 35) 


SINGULARLY enough, the first wife is called mm, 
originally perhaps nun, Horith, ze. Ashhorith (cp. on 
XXxXvi. 20; also on iii. 20). Her father is “2, or more 
probably .t4y (cp. on Judg. ix. 21). ‘ Hittite’ should, as 
usual, be ‘ Ashhartite’; the danger of Esau’s marrying a true 
Hittite wife was small enough. Cp. on ‘Ephron, xxiii. 8. 
The second is mowa. As in ‘ Bashan’ and other names (see 
on Ex. xxxi. 2) the initial 2 is a fragment of Ix, ze. any (cp. 
on xvii. 5); ow, as often, represents jnw», ze. Syvow. No 
wonder that in xxxvi. 2 ‘ Basemath’ should be described as 
‘daughter of Ishmael.’ Cp. on % own, iv. 26, and on pw 
Cova yd. Ko ix.2s. 


JACOB WINS THE BIRTHRIGHT (GEN. xxviz.) 


WE have here an account (from JE) of the crafty device 
of Jacob (the Hebrew Odysseus) for appropriating the 
blessing of the first-born, which by rights was Esau’s. 
Morality and religion, as Gunkel well remarks, were not as 
yet inseparable; morality, in fact, is a plant of slower 
growth in ancient than in more recent times. Jacob and 
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Esau may also fitly be regarded as impersonations of the 
national character of their respective posterities. The story, 
with its implied approbation of successful  shiftiness,’ 
flattered the national pride of the Israelites, and yet it is 
difficult not to observe something like a charitable feeling on 
the part of the narrators (JE) towards the unfortunate Esau. 
The narrative as revised by them may be inconsistent, but 
ancient hearers and readers were not as exacting as modern. 
Nor is this charity towards Esau the only indication that 
the story has passed through phases. In v. 11 Esau is 
described as ny tox. Must not the story originally have 
given the name of Jacob’s brother as yyy? See above, 
p. 241, and cp. Gunkel, who suggests that in v. 9, etc. the 
early narrator gave, not ‘73, but oy ryt. 

Let us now look at the stratagem of the crafty Ribkah 
and her apt pupil Jacob. ‘She took the choicest raiment of 
Esau, and put it upon Jacob, her younger son; she put the 
skins of the kids of the goats upon his hands, and upon the 
smooth of his neck’ (vv. 15 f). Isaac then felt the hands of 
Jacob and was deceived, and blessed his younger son Jacob 
(vv. 21-23). To mitigate the strangeness of this procedure 
Robertson Smith suggests that, when seeking the paternal 
benediction, Jacob is invested with the skins of sacrificial 
animals, as if Isaac were a semi-divine being.” The 
explanation is certainly in accordance with facts of archeo- 
logy. It is more natural, however, to look for illustrations 
in comparative folklore and mythology. Such illustrations 
abound, and seem to prove that primitive races everywhere 
delight in narratives of great results obtained by the craft 
of favourite heroes, like Jacob. Very near the story of 
Jacob and Isaac is that of Odysseus and Polyphemus in the 
Odyssey. Odysseus, after blinding the Cyclops, binds his 
companions and himself under the rams of the monster. 
Polyphemus, when he lets out the rams, feels every one of 
them on the back, unaware that under each of the rams one 
of his crafty enemies is bound.? Similarly the Lombards 


i See #510, “Wwsaue8! 2: 
2 Rel, Sem.”, pp. 437, 467; cp. Z. Bib., col. 1334, note 1 ; Barlow, 


The Jonah-legend, pp. 111-118. 
3 W. Grimm collected a number of European and Asiatic stories 
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told how Godan (Wodan) was induced to bless their 
ancestors by the artifice of their women, who held their 
loosened hair before their face, and so deceived the god, 
who gave them the name of Longibarbi (Longibardi) and 
promised them the victory. Other specimens of mytho- 
logical fraud are given by Stucken, Astralmythen, pp. 343 j/- 
The tale is full of picturesque and circumstantial details 
which need not here be expounded. I may, however, venture 
to suggest a small correction of the lexicons. In v. 3 MT. 
we meet with the unique word ~Sn, supposed to mean 
‘quiver, to which a pronominal suffix is appended. But is it 
probable that ‘ Take now thy weapons (or, thy implements), 
thy quiver and thy bow,’ is correct? Certainly not. Ina 
narrative the only natural expression is ‘thy bow and thy 
arrows, and, even if this be doubtful, TDwx is the only 
attested word for ‘quiver. Surely 7>>m must be corrupt ; 
like q5n in xxiv. 55, it most probably represents San, ze. 
Syanmx (Ethbaal = Ishmael). 52, too, is hardly right. 
Why should Isaac waste words? The suffix in 759 is a 
dittograph of what may seem like a suffix in>n. Read 
4) and combine it with Srin; also omit the ) before 1D. 
Thus we get, ‘Take [the weapon of Tubal] thy bow’; the 
bracketed words are a gloss. Tubal = Ishmael; the ‘bow 
of Yerahme’el’ (= Ishmael) was the most destructive ; see 
Jer. xlix. 35, ‘the bow of Elam,’ (ze. Yerahme’el), and on 
Hos. i. 7. 
closely resembling the story of Polyphemus (see Die Sage von Polyphem, 


1857). A similar story exists in the Avesta (Avd Vasht, x. 56). See 
Stucken, p. 345. 


JACOB'S JOURNEY (GEN. XXVIII. I-9, 10-22) 


THE narrative in xxviii. 1-9 (P) should follow on xxvi. 34, 
25.) Jtsaac blessesy Jacob, (Gee ony xvil, 1,3), and sends 
him to Paddan-aram. Esau marries another wife, named 
nbmn, which, of course, like 5ymn, mdnn, noma, ~Srmn, 
represents a fragment of Syon. Cp. on Miro, xxx. 
23. Ewald (Gesch. i. 553) would read mown, because of 
XxXxvi 3° but see: ad foc. As Gunkel points out, it was 
by Esau’s marriages that, according to P, he missed the 
blessing of Isaac. 

Vv. 10-22 (cp. on xxxv. 9-15). Following his mother’s 
advice, Jacob—the crafty winner of the blessing—leaves 
Beersheba (see introduction to chap. xx.), and bends his 
steps towards Haran (see on xi. 28). On the way he 
sleeps at Bethel, and has a striking vision. Into Prof. 
Flinders Petrie’s interesting conjecture’ I need not enter. 
Dreams at a sanctuary had, of course, a special value and 
significance. It is rather (1) the contents of the vision and 
(2) the religious phraseology that I hope to re-interpret 
here more correctly. 

I must, however, first recall to the reader’s recollection 
that the Bethel-story is composite, and that some have 
supposed that J knew nothing either of the ‘ladder’ or of 
the ‘angels of Elohim,’ but only of an appearance of Yahweh. 
This imposes upon me the duty of investigating the two 
phrases rendered respectively ‘a ladder’ and ‘angels of God.’ 
And first as to odp. If this word is rightly read and 
rendered, it is difficult not to suspect a kinship between 
Jacob’s ladder and the most glorious of the many mytho- 
logical ‘ladders, the ‘path of the gods, ze the rainbow 


1 Sznaz (1906), p. 69. 
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(p. 138). Or, if we preferred it, we might suppose in 
Assyriological fashion that in the original narrative a 
gigantic step-tower was meant (see on xi. I-g), or at any rate 
that the ‘ladder’ consisted of seven gigantic steps, corre- 
sponding to the seven ¢ubukatz of heaven.' It is difficult, 
however, to make this supposition very plausible; as in the 
casé) of .the “tower of Babel.) it) is, “best “toy /begineur 
researches with careful criticism of the text. First, then, as 
tonbp. It is true that odio in the Mishna, xadio in 
Chald., and swam in Ar. mean ‘ladder’; also that in 
Pheen nnbp is doubtfully conjectured to mean ‘ladder’ or 
‘steps. If, however, od5d in our narrative meant ‘ ladder,’ 
we may be sure that it would have a gloss, such as Syn, 
attached to it. Further, if we accept o5p, and explain it 
thus, why is ySy in v. 13 to be rendered ‘beside him’ or 
‘before him’? ‘Upon it’ would be so much more natural, 
however inconvenient for the analysis of the sources. It is 
true, critical analysis has seemed to show that E’s account 
contained no mention of an appearance of Yahweh, and no 
revelation beyond that of the peculiar sanctity of the spot. 
but can this be called probable? ‘Angels of Elohim’ are 
but a poor substitute for God Himself. And what, pray, is 
the vazson @étre of the ascending and descending angels? 
Surely Jacob needs some direct message of help and guid- 
ance from his God. 

It may assist us here to consider the second phrase, 
‘angels of Elohim’ (ods s3x50). Can these words be 
correct? Scarcely. It has, I know, been held that the 
plurality of angelic beings has grown out of the one 
ody qrdon. But in a legend like this we do not expect to 
find either many angels or a single angel. Besides, such a 
phrase as owdx wxdn is hardly probable. Except in 
xxxii. 2 the ownd5D are not again referred to in pre-exilic 
literature. And the phrase in question is all the more 
suspicious because, as we have seen (on xvi. 7, xxi. 17), 
both mm yw and ods ’5n have come, through the 


1 See Jeremias, 4 7AO, p. 233, cp. 11 f-; Peters, Anc.. Heb. Story, 
p. 112, and cp. Cumont, MJystéres de Mithras, p. 144. 

2 Lidzbarski, Hdbuch. der nordsem. Epigr. p. 329; Cooke, Vorth- 
Semitic Inscriptions, p. 73. 
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manipulation of a redactor, from mY) Syn, a compound 
divine name in which Yerahme’el takes the first place, 
because intervention in human affairs specially belongs to 
the second member of the divine duad or triad of the 
Israelites. May we not now proceed further, and maintain 
that ody ~xdp has the same origin as 5x qxbn, ze. that 
the original text had % Sxprm, and that what we now find 
is due to the redactor? In this case y2 ovT™ Ody most 
probably comes from Sam ady> G2 or Soa from Syn as in 
yan, Ex. xv. 1). This will be a gloss on the miswritten 
word ~x5p. 

By this time our eyes ought to be open to the most 
probable origin of nbp. Where should Yahweh be, but 
standing beside the sacred pillar of Bethel? This pillar in 
a correct form of the text would be called 5x0, which, like 
yon, designates a standing stone or pillar sacred to the special 
deity of N. Arabia, sometimes called ‘Yerahme’el, whence 
hamman (see on xxxii. 3) and sometimes ‘Ishmael,’ whence 
semel, (see on Dt. iv. 16, and Crit. Bzb. on Ezek. viii. 3, 5). 
The statement in v. 12 that the top of the ‘Ishmael-pillar ’ 
(5nd) reached to heaven suggests that in the original story 
it may have been a symbol of the mountain of the gods (cp. 
on xi. 4). Compare the two enormous pillars of brass, 
called respectively Ishmael (Boaz) and Yerahme’el (Yachin), 
set up in front of Solomon’s temple.’ In the historical 
period a great Ishmael-pillar probably did stand at Bethel. 
Jacob, however, only saw it in a dream-vision. 

The words which originally closed the sentence in v. 12 
are not preserved. But the sense may be correctly given 
by connecting v. 12 and v. 13 thus, ‘And he dreamed, and 
behold, a pillar set up on earth, whose top reached to 
heaven. And behold, Yerahme’el-Yahweh stood by it, and 
said, I am Yahweh, etc. It may be well to add that since 
the ‘name’ of Yahweh is ‘in’ the divine being Yerahme’el 
(see on Ex. xxiii. 21), it is right to make Yerahme’el- 
Yahweh say, ‘I am Yahweh.’ 

But why does the divine speaker continue, ‘the God of 
Abraham thy father’? Was not Isaac Jacob’s father? 
Nor is ‘the God of Isaac’ the most natural divine title. 

1 See p. 30, note 2, and Z, Bzd., ‘Jachin and Boaz,’ 
24 
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We shall meet with the phrase pax wx again in Ex. iii. 6, 
ax 5x in xlix. 25, and the parallel ~1 5x in xxxi. 5 
(29 6), 42, xxxii. 10, Ex. xv. 2, xviii. 4. Most probably 
both ‘ax and Jax in these phrases come from ay! as does 
‘Ix sometimes in the narrative books (see eg. on iv. 20, 
xi. 29) and often in personal names (see on xvii. 5). 
Naturally the God whose primary connexion is with the 
N. Arabian border-land calls himself the God of Arabia. 
As for the preceding word d7T7\x, it should probably be 
omy aw (cp. on xvii. 5), a variant to the ayy underlying 
Ply, and pry) is either a textual or a popular corruption of 
smwr (see on xvii. 19). The God of Arabia or Ashhur 
could make an assignment of the land at his good pleasure. 

It is possible, however, that the original story did not 
contain the promise of the land. For bothin v. 16 (J) and 
in v. 17 (E) it is the awe-inspiring theophany, and not a 
comforting promise of earthly greatness, which fills the mind 
of the pilgrim. On awaking he says, ‘ Yahweh is in this 
place’ ‘This is nothing less than the house of Elohim, this 
is the gate of heaven. It is the ‘stone’ to which Jacob 
here refers, anticipating the massébah® which doubtless stood 
later at the entrance of the sanctuary to Bethel. 

May we venture to assume a connexion between the 
obs m2 of v. 22 (which, in Sievers’ hands, becomes 5x m2) 
and the Greek Baitudos and BartiNov? Certainly not on 
the ground of the apparent resemblance of Bautvros to 
Sx moa, for the correct Greek representation of 5 mn is 
BatOmr.* It is true, however, that the daztyls are represented 
in Philo of Byblus as At@ou Eurxrvyou, ‘ animated stones,’ * and 
the fact of the theophany, not less real to Jacob thanif he 
had seen and not dreamed it, proves that the ‘stone’ was 
already thought to be pervaded by the material essence of 
divinity—-an essence which Jacob sought to heighten by 

1 ax represents J in xil. I (cp. xxxi. 29), xlix. 4, 8, though not in 
xlix. 25 (see note). 

2 See £. Lib., ‘Massebah’ (G. F. Moore), and references in BDB, 
1125 4. 

; Lagrange, Rel. sé." p. 194. 

4 The daztyls were supposed to have come from heaven (z.e. some- 
times at least they were aerolites); this could not be said of Jacob’s 
stone. Cp. &. Bzd., col. 2978 (Moore). 
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sacrificially pouring oil upon it (v. 18), ze. some mysteriously 
sacred oil which was as effectual for its purpose as the ‘oil 
of life’ which flows in the heavenly Paradise (see p. 41). 
We cannot for our present purpose make use of the Baby- 
lonian divine name of west Semitic origin, Bait-ili, for this 
(see below) has undergone transformation, much less of the 
corrupt phrase Sym jax in xlix. 24. Nor can I see more 
than an analogy in the anointing of the foundation-stones 
of Assyrian temples’ (KBP i. 45, ii. 113, 151, 261). 

Lastly, as to v. I9. The second part is admittedly a 
gloss, which records the fact that the place now called 
Bethel formerly bore the name of Luz. These two place- 
names—the true origin of which was doubtless forgotten 
when the narrators lived—are really equivalent. Using 
right methods we find that Sx, equally with the divine 
name (KAT, p. 347; see above) Bait-ili, is a very early 
transformation of 5x2nx =5xynw,?2 while nS has come by 
transposition of letters from Sy = 5, ze. ‘om; see on pon, 
xxx. 20, and on Judg. i. 26 (nS=w5). Probably ob, 
which precedes, is an old variant to 15, and comes from 
Sxnrm or from Sxynw (cp. on xxi. 33). At any rate, there 
is no reason for such a strong antithetic particle as adi; 
the parallel gloss in Judg. i. 23 is quite complete without it. 
@ has already led the way with its OvAappaus (wavs comes 
from 5). The same error has arisen in Judg. xviii. 29, 
where MT. has w> odin, but @ «al Ovrayas. Here od 
may be a variant to w. Winckler independently takes 
offence at the supposed antithetic particle. According to 
him, ’aldém is =‘oldm, the north point, where the Supreme 
God dwells, and here a place-name (p. 429). 

1 Cp. Lagrange, of. czt. p. 196; Driver, Genests, p. 268. 
2 Bait-ili is, in fact, a form of the god Ishmael (cp. KAT), pp. 437 /). 


JACOB DWELLS WITH LABAN ; MARRIAGES 
(GEN, XXIX. I-30) 


JACOB goes on his way from Bethel, and arrives in 
the ‘land of the bené Rekem’ (=Yarham, ze. Yerah- 
me’el). The traditional text has otp, which Ed. Meyer 
consistently, but wrongly,’ defends. There is no essential 
difference between this statement (v. 1) and that in wv. 4 
(cp. xxvii. 43, xxviii. 10), where Laban’s home is placed 
in Haran, for Haran is certainly a Yerahme’elite country 
(cp. I Chr. ii. 46); indeed, P’s name for the region is 
Paddan-aram (see on xxv. 20). The phrase referred to 
must have come from an early form of the tradition” 

The narrative begins pleasingly (cp. Ex. ii. 16-19), but 
soon changes its colour. In the battle of wits which ensues 
Jacob is not at first a match for Laban. He has bargained 
for Rachel as the reward of his toil, but he gets Leah. The 
names cannot be passed over; what is their meaning? 
Are Leah (wild cow ?) and Rachel (ewe ?) ‘ primitive numina 
in animal form’? Ed. Meyer even now (1906) thinks so 
(p. 426). To me, however, it seems equally uncritical to 
treat names singly and to group them otherwise than by the 
principle of external resemblance ; eg. 5mm ought not to be 
separated from Smamx (1 Chr. iv. 8), 37° (1 Chr. vii. 12), 
mins (1 Chr. viii. 1), TIN (Neh. iii. 8). Griineisen deserves 
credit for grouping 5mm with Sram, but surely he loses it 
again by explaining the latter name as ‘ brother of an ewe.’ * 
Textual criticism, however, shows that Mx comes from 7m», 


1 See on x. 30, xxv. 6, 15; also £. Bzd., ‘Rekem,’ ‘ Sela.’ 
2 Cp. oh. Bie. NaAeObe 6 4; 
3 Num. xxvi. 38, DvnN= DN one. 
4 Griineisen, Ahnenkultus (1900), p. 257. 
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Ze, (wx (see on xxii. 13) and 5mm from Sxpry.! And the 
name 75, like yb (see on v. 34) has surely a similar origin, 
2.e. it comes from 5x, and is to be grouped with 5y> (Judg. 
iv. 17) and by (Ezra ii. 56); cp. also on ‘Iolaus’ (p. 31, 
note 1); ban, iv. 20; adm, Judg. viii. 11, All these words 
come from fragments of ‘Yerahme’el.’ Lovers of serpent- 
myths, however, may prefer to regard ‘Leah’ as the name 
of a xumen in the form of a serpent. And so we get back 
to mother Eve the serpent! This is Ed. Meyer’s view ; he 
also supposes that Leah was originally only the mother of 
Simeon and Levi. 

As to the names of the maids, the usual explanations 
are only poor guesses.2 7951 must be grouped with 75x 
(Neh. iii. 30) and Sw (x. 26), which come from 52x and 
Saw respectively, z.e. represent Syn. Cp. also Say (in 
Sapsx) =/nm, and on tmabx, Num. xxvi. 33. The fellow- 
name 7752 must be grouped with the myn of Josh. xix. 3, 
for which 1 Chr. iv. 29 gives p52. Cp also pada, xxxvi. 27, 
1 Chr. vii. 10, and probably jm, Josh. xv. 6. The occur- 
rences are significant, and the common origin of the forms 
Pee aryan or ne (ep. “on xo) 8 Cp.B. B20, col. 95 418, 
note 2; Ed. Meyer, Dze Israel. pp. 344, 531, who misses 
the highly probable connexion between }71 and 1752. 


1 Gs ddeXfov pyxaf presupposes 32x, z.e. Ashhur-rekab, 
2 Stucken (Beztriige, 1902, p. 62) connects ash with npyhr and anya 
with nnds, and explains by mythology. Cp. also 2. zd. ‘Zilpah. 


BIRTHS. OF JACOBS CHILDREN 
(GEN. XXIX. 31-XXX. 24) 


WHAT lies before us here is no genuine tradition, but 
an artificial link between two series of popular stories. 
It was necessary to record the births of the sons and of 
the daughter of Jacob, of whom so much was to be 
said later (Gunkel). The names are accompanied by 
popular explanations. It is customary to look down upon 
the simple-minded people who derived js from wy. TRI 
(v. 32), not knowing that Reuben is really cognate with the 
Arabic 77bél, ‘lion’ or ‘wolf?’ though some of our wise 
teachers prefer to speculate on possible meanings of a word 
vé‘u. A keener criticism, however, needs to be applied to 
the names. If we group j2)N7 with the forms which resemble 
it, wo 5x (xvi. 13), Ssavt (xxxvi. 4), Same (2 S. xxiii. 20), 
myn (1 Chr. iv. 2), Syav (Judg. vi. 32), and in Aramaic 
inscriptions 5x35, So (Cook, Gloss. pp. 107 f), and study 
these names in the light of our previous experience, we shall 
be able to give a final solution of the problem of ‘Reuben’ 
(cp. &. Bzb., ‘Reuel’); for it has, I think, been abundantly 
shown that 5yr in proper names has frequently come from 
the second half of Syynwm or Syn, and that ys (like “aN 
and ‘~7) may also represent a fragment of Ser, and no 
one, I suppose, doubts that the final } has taken the place of 
an original 5, Jw, therefore, is a corruption (the origin of 
which was early forgotten) of Syn. 

This will appear still more necessary when we have 
criticised v, 324. It appears at first sight as if the closing 
words, ‘for now my husband will love me, should be a 


1 For this and other explanations see Hogg’s accurate conspectus 
in &. Bzd., ‘Reuben,’ § 9 ; and cp. Néldeke’s opinion, zéz@. ‘Names,’ § 62. 
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second explanation (due to E ?) of the name Reuben. But 
how is it possible that 227" can have been supposed either 
to explain or even to illustrate }2N7? =©Gunkel has remarked 
that the true word (now supplanted by 227") must have 
contained the 4 of jn, and has suggested as the original 
verb ANN, ‘to praise, or ‘a (Dan. ii. 48), ‘to magnify.’ 
The objection is that we require a synonym for 7227», and 
such a synonym Gunkel has not produced. The only true 
synonym for the verb now in possession is ‘pM (aM, ‘to 
have a warm affection for, common in Aramaic, and actually 
used here by Pesh.). This reading I would restore. It is 
true, this implies that the form of the name here explained 
was not jx but join (or the like). But may we not 
assume that different forms of the name were current in 
early times? In fact, in v. 32a, by the explanation TNq 
~iyn, J implies not jx but Pyan. Just so in xxx. 20 we 
shall find it probable that the explanations of ‘ Zebulun’ 
suggest other forms of the tribal name, viz. Zabdon and 
Shalmo6n. 

Next, as to Shimeon (pynw=jynwd), v. 33. Have we 
here a hyzna-tribe?’ Surely not. The name cannot be 
separated from yow, ‘Shema,’ the name of a Calebite clan 
(1 Chr. ii. 43 7), connected genealogically with Rekem, 
Raham, and Yorkeam, all of which are forms of Yarham or 
Yerahme’el. Cp. also the tribal name ouyn. jynw is 
doubtless a form of Sxynw,? for the origin of which see on 
xvi. 11. According to Spiegelberg, a Hyksos king had a 
name like ‘ Simeon.’ 

‘Levi’ (5) is traced in v. 34 to m9, ‘to be joined’ (cp. 
Num. xviii. 2, 4, P), a connexion which some moderns also 
favour, while others prefer to regard ‘Levi’ as the gentilic 
of ‘Leah.’ ? Sound method, however, requires us to group 
5 with “Sx, which, in an earlier form of the text of Zech. 
xi. 15 and Dan. viii. 2, was probably Sow or nn, Ze. 
yom. In Dan. Zc. we actually find sox and Sow side 
by side, as alternative readings (cp. the Greek readings, 


1 See Hogg, &. &z0., ‘Simeon,’ § 8. 

2 So Land, De Gids, Oct. 1871, p. 21, ‘Simeon, a body of Ish- 
maelites which attached itself to Israel.’ 

8 Wellh. Prol.® p. 146; Stade, ZATW, 1881, p. 116. 
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E. Bib., ‘ Ulai’). The Yerahme’elites were specially known 
as priests and diviners; one of the words for priests (a2) 
most probably comes from ownpn, ze. men of Rekem (Yerah- 
me’el).|. Hommel’s comparison of the S. Arabian /avz’u, 
‘priest’ (AHT, p. 278), and Ed. Meyer’s connexion (p. 426) 
of 1S (and m5) with ‘ Liwyathan, now become unnecessary. 

We now come to the important name Yehudah, v. 35. 
Popular etymology makes this the ‘praised (renowned)’ ; 
cp. xlix. 8. Land (4c) defends this; he regards Yehidah, 
Reuben (‘ reconciled, reunited’), and Simeon (‘ Ishmaelitish ”) 
as late. This, however, will not hold. In Josh. xix. 45 
Tim is. a~Danite place; in Gen. xlvi. 10, Ex. vi..15; Fim 
(Ohad) is a son of Simeon; and in Judg. iii. 15 #7, 1 Chr. 
vii. 10, TN (Ehud) is a Benjamite. This suggests that 
TN or TH was a deeply rooted Israelite name, and pre- 
sumably old. I have not yet mentioned Ty1x, ze. "aN 
pnp] = Arab-Yehtd, indicating that Yehfd was originally 
a N. Arabian name. Probably we may connect it with 717 
and q4m. The former appears as an Arammite name 
(xxxvi. 35), the latter as Ishmaelite (xxv. 15). Aram and 
Ishmael are practically synonymous. 

We now come to the children of the handmaids. The 
first is }q, Dan (xxx. 6). Plausible as it may be to take 
“Dan’ as a shortened theophorous name (=‘E] is judge’), 
experience is against this view. Shortened, however, the 
name seems to be; 2.2. it comes from Adon or Addon, Adan 
or Addan (cp. Ezra ii. 59, Neh. vii. 61), which was probably 
the name both of a tribe and of a region. This throws a 
light on a group of Hebrew and Phcenician proper names 
(see “on: 12):S:.. tii..4, Ezek. aiveaa): aWhether “Dan sana 
‘Dinah’ are connected is doubtful. See on v. 21. 

The next, np, Naphtali (vv. 7, 8). The explanation 
in the text is strange. ‘Wrestlings of Elohim have I 
wrestled with my sister ; I have also prevailed” Here there 
are three difficulties. 1. The form ~Symp2. 2. The mean- 
ing of the phrase ‘wrestlings of Elohim. 3. The reference 
of the statement that Rachel had wrestled with and pre- 
vailed over her sister, which seems opposed to the fact 
that Leah had already had four children, Rachel only two. 


1 Cp. Isa. 11. 6, where n1p5 probably comes from opr or OD. 
2: 


“Fs 
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For the first there is no remedy, there being no Semitic 
parallel for the form. For the second there is no adequate 
explanation. Does the phrase ‘wrestlings of Elohim’ mean 
(a) struggles in the divine cause, or (4) struggles brought to 
a happy end by God, or (c) violent struggles,’ or (¢) struggles 
for the divine blessing ?* Clearly the fourth interpretation 
is the best (xxix. 31, xxx. 2). As to the third difficulty, 
Gunkel suggests that if Rachel ‘ prevailed’ over her sister, it 
could only be because, according to E, Reuben thus far was 
Leah’s only son. This, however, involves supposing that 
E gave the births in a different order from J, which is a 
purely arbitrary conjecture, and disregards the important 
fact that owt» /p2 is inconsistent with °*nmx-pDy ; instead of 
‘mmx the sense absolutely requires the name of a deity. 

Can we throw any fresh light on this problem? I think 
that Prof. H. W. Hogg is well advised when he suggests’ 
illustrating ’5x ’p2 by the story of Jacob’s contest in xxxii. 
23-33. In connexion with this, it is not difficult from our 
point of view to discover the true explanation of the 
passage.’ Here, as often, owt5x» is most probably either a 
corruption or a deliberate modification of 5xn»rr—the name 
by which the god of the N. Arabian Yerahme'elites was 
known to the Israelites (see on ii. 4 4). A still worse cor- 
ruption of another name of the N. Arabian deity, viz. 11x, 
is "nmMx, in which n is a corruption or alteration of 1 (cp. G, 
xxxvi. 40, lefep = MT.’s nr). We may illustrate this by 
two other passages with nm» (probably) for amr, viz. Judg. 
ix. 5, 18, NON jan-by, where 5y is a redactional insertion, 
and mmx jax comes from mtx 13, a gloss on Syay 2 
(=5xorm 722), and Isa. Ixvi. 17, where mms (Kr.), equally 
with mx (Kt.), has most probably come from mtx. Again, 
a third corruption is *Syna2 from »mdmp:, after which word 
py has fallen out. Thus we get a duplicate reading, »ndna2 
Swot po», and 1x oy ’p2. Rachel says that she has 
wrestled with her god (ze. by the use of recognised forms of 
adjuration and the like), whose names are Yerahme’el and 


1 Driver compares ovnbx #73, xxiii. 6, but see on that passage. 

£. Bib., ‘ Naphtali,’ § 2. 

Stucken, as usual, mythologises (Beztrdge, 1902, 1.62). But he 
assumes the faulty reading *nniroy. 


2 
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Ashhur, and has ‘ prevailed. Literally, Jacob had done so 
(xxxii. 23 7); metaphorically, Rachel is not behind him. 

But what is the true origin of ‘ Naphtali’? A plausible 
suggestion was made by Land (De Gids, Oct. 1871, p. 20), 
who derived 5np3, ‘highland, from na, ‘height, comparing 
Seq from o>. Most probably, however, naa, in the phrase 
YT mp) (Josh. xi. 2), comes from mn, a tribal name as 
well as a place-name—the pwns? of x. 13 (see note). 
Another form of the name of this tribe was perhaps o-ONnp? 
or ovona2, where 5x is the common formative ending, as in 
Oxon. 

Gad and Asher. Leah’s adoptive children come next 
(vv. 10-13). On the birth of each Leah utters a similar 
exclamation, the one 7a (Kt.), the other “wea. Tla may, 
perhaps, have meant to the narrator ‘by good fortune’’* (@, 
év thyn; cp. &. Bib, ‘Gad, § 1), but originally it no doubt 
signified ‘by Gad’s help. The name belonged both to a 
god and to a tribe; most probably the bené Gad were 
originally worshippers of Gad.2 Another name for this 
deity was perhaps 172 (miswritten pat, Judg. xvi. 23, etc.), 
and a fuller form of the name was 7) Dyn, ze. probably 
a1 5xnr. The other divine name, ‘9, in the traditional 
text of Isa. Ixv. 11 should probably be read jo>* (Yaman = 
Verahme’el ;-cp.-onix) 2), 

If 722 means ‘by Gad’s help, we may well hesitate to 
read wi, ‘by my good fortune. Surely “wr covers over, 
and that very lightly, a divine name. Can we doubt what 
that name is? If Rachel wrestled with Ashhur, must not 
her sister have done the same? Read, therefore, yzx2. 
The inference is justified that there was a second form of 
the tribal name ‘ Asher,’ viz. ‘Asshur. The existence of a 
weakened form of the divine name ‘ Asshur’ appears to be 
implied in the feminine form Asherah (see pp. 24 and 
on Ex. xxxiv. 13). Asshur and Yerahme’el are virtually 
identical. 

1 The Midrash (Ber. rabba, par. Ixxi.), accepting the Kr. 11 x3, 
understands by Gad the ‘ Luck’ of the house, the domestic Good Genius 
(ep. &.620;, “Portune”): 

2 We must not support this by 5x3, Num, xiii. 10, the $x, as usual 


in such names, being simply formative. 
3 The corruption was caused by ‘mim in v. 12; read ‘m3. 
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A strange story (vv. 14-16) is now interwoven with the 
narrative. It relates to the finding of d#da’im, ‘ mandrakes’ 
or ‘love-apples. We may compare the shammu-sha-alddt, 
or ‘ plant of birth, in the Etana legend (KB vi. 1, 109; cp. 
Jastrow, RBA, p. 520). But why is it, we may well ask, 
that Reuben is the finder of the ‘love-apples’? Stucken’ 
sets himself to show that the possessor of the apple famous 
in mythology was the husband of two wives. From this it 
seems to him to follow that originally Reuben, and not 
Jacob, was the husband of Leah and Rachel, and the 
ancestor of the clan afterwards named after Jacob-Israel. 
The compiler of the traditions took one, but only one, of 
the special Reuben-traditions, and worked it into the Jacob- 
story. 

A simpler solution seems preferable. Gunkel points out 
that Reuben was now five or six years old; his brothers 
would not yet be clever enough to pick the mandrakes and 
take them home. This remark, however, does not go to 
the root of the matter. The real reason probably is that 
Reuben was the worshipper of the god Déd, whose con- 
nexion with the dad@im is not indeed affirmed, but, at 
least to a modern reader, suggested by Cant. vii. 13 7 
Déd was a title or second name of the god Yerahme’el ; 
the worship of the feminine deity Dédah is attested for 
the Gadites, and may be presumed for the Reubenites, 
who were much mixed up with the Gadites. See further 
pp. 46-49 (on Déd). 

Leah’s fifth son is called Issachar (AQw#n), vv. 17 f. 
The popular wit recognised in the name 4)t, ‘hire’ (cp. on 
xlix. 14). Either Jacob received the recompense from Leah 
(v. 16), or Leah had it for giving her maid Zilpah to Jacob. 
If names of tribes or heroes were formed on this model, we 
might explain 12 wos ‘man of hire’; but how many will 
(with Ed. Meyer, p. 536) accept this interpretation?’ Let 
us frankly reject the second w as due to the popular ety- 


1 Bettriige, i. 58 f.; cp. Astralmythen, p. 5, note *. 

2 Ginsburg (lntroduction, p. 252) explains 72 x, ‘he brings 
reward’ (xxx. 18), or ‘he takes hire’ (xlix. 14 7). But the narrator 
seems to have found wx in the name; cp. wx? xxx. 18 (Wellh. TSB, 


P- 95). 
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mology, and maintain the original form of the name to be 
5Dw., or rather 7D. And what is Dw? It might be a 
corruption of -rwx, but the parallel of pwnt and ow (see 
on xi. 31, xiv. 15) suggests as the more probable origin, 
‘orm wr, ‘Asshur-Yerahme’el’ (see on ‘Eshkol,’ xiv. 13 ; 
Jnow, xv. 1). See further, Ball’s note in Geneses; Hogg, 
E, Bib., ‘Issachar,’ §§ 3, 6 (end).? 

Leah’s sixth and last son is pou (vv. 19 f.). The two 
appended explanations are puzzling, for they do not give 
intelligible, even if popular, etymologies of the name. The 
first is,‘ Elohim has presented me (12733) with a fair present’; 
this implies the form yan, ‘Zabdon’ or ‘Zebudun, The 
second, ‘at last my husband will * me, for I have borne him 
six sons, in the Hebrew of which 51m is untranslatable,? and 
must have arisen by a redactor’s manipulation out of some 
other word. What was that word? The problem is not 
quite the same as that in xxix. 32, for there we had to find 
some synonym for 7227" containing the letter 1; here we 
have to find out a perfectly suitable word, out of which 
say may have arisen by the ordinary causes of textual 
corruption. I make bold to say that there is only one such 
word; it is ~a5m. This implies the form podw; but why 
should there not have been a name Shalmon, belonging to 
the same clan or body of clans which was more commonly 
called Zebulun? As a matter of fact, all the names derived 
apparently from ,/5n are really corruptions of Syvow; the 
names are 5yy, Judg. ix. 28, etc, Saf-x] in 1 K. xvi. 31, and 
[py }>n, and the middle form between poxvaw and par is 
poaw = pndw. To return to the form 7), presupposed by 
‘7. That there was an extensive clan called 31, we may 
safely infer from the names, Zabdi, Zabdiel, Zabud, Zebudah, 
Zebadiah, Yozabad; and in so late a record as 1 Macc. 
(xii. 31) we read of an Arabian tribe near Damascus called 


1 Cp. the Minzan proper name ‘x12, quoted from D. H. Miiller 
by Hogg (£. B7d., col. 2290, note 4). 

2 The present writer’s suggestion in ‘Issachar,’ &. Bzd., was a step 
in the right direction, for both Heres and Zerah appear to have grown 
out of Ashhur. 

8 Some would explain -1bar by the Ass. zabdlu, ‘to carry, bring,’ 
but sometimes apparently ‘to lift up.” But even ‘lift up’ does not give 
quite a natural sense. @’s aiperve? pre seems to be a guess. 
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Zabadzans.! There may have been a confusion between 
the two independent tribal names }yT2) and nor. 

It is remarkable that no account should be given of the 
feminine name 727, Dinah. Was the reference inserted by 
an after-thought (to prepare for chap. xxxiv.), and therefore 
expressed scantily. One may plausibly connect the word 
with poy 12° (Ezra ii. 15, viii 6, Neh. vii. 20) and the 
Reubenite personal name x»ty (1 Chr. xi. 42), also with 
}TyIT and pty (see on 2 K. xiv. 2), and, lastly, with the 
ethnic x.27 (see on Ezra iv. 9), and, more remotely, the »22 
miu or 28k. Sixt? (cps onnGeny iis 382 Am. 1.45, Ezek 
Xxvii. 23). If the connexion with the last two names is 
correct, the disappearance of Dinah is not ‘absolute’ 
(ZB. Bzb., col. t101). Cp. on ‘Dan,’ w. 6. 

One more birth—that of ,DY, Joseph (vv. 22-24), which 
E derives from Dx, ‘to take away, and J from yD», ‘ to 
add.’ Néoldeke (Z. Bzb., ‘Names, § 53) explains ‘[Yahweh] 
increases, comparing Moy, Ezra viii. 10. Here, however, 
the full phrase is ‘ Shelomith ben Yosiphiah, and Shelomith 
is to be grouped with Shelumiel (Num. i. 6), Shelomi 
(Num. xxxiv. 27), etc. all of which are closely connected 
with Ishmael. This fact creates a presumption that the 
name Yosiphiah (and consequently also Yoseph) had its. 
origin in the Yerahme’elite or Ishmaelite region of N. 
Arabia ; in fact, this origin is at once suggested (from our 
point of view) by the second element in the name Yosiph-iah, 
which, as in other cases, represents mn, ze. Yarham or 
Weraume'el), ~ Now] as to“ Yoseph.” In. .t Chr. ex. $2 
‘Yoseph’ is one of the sons of Asaph (DN), a name to 
be grouped with the Rephaite name Saph (2 S. xxi. 18) 
or Sippai (1 Chr. xx. 4), and apparently a shortened form 
of }DIN (Ex. vi. 24), the name of one of the sons of Korah, 
a brother of whom is called px, probably a corruption of 
sw (the N. Arabian Asshur).? Most probably »pP is a 

1 Cp. also the Palmyrene name Zabd-nebu (Cooke, p. 295). 

2 In Ezra ii. 15 (Neh. vii. 20) the bené ‘Adin come after the bené 
Adonikam (=Adon-Yerahme’el) ; in viii. 6, 7, they are followed by the 
bené ‘Elam (also a Yerahme’elite or Ishmaelite name), 

3 Cp. Cheyne, Book of Psalms”), Introd. p. xlii. In Ezra ii. 41 
(Neh. viii. 44) ‘the singers, the bené Asaph,’ are grouped with 
families whose names are certainly N. Arabian. 
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popular corruption of Dx, a fragment of the Korahite 
(N. Arabian) name yon.’ It is true, this implies a 
faulty analysis of the latter name, as if it were from }DNYAN, 
whereas really it is from ,DN7IN, 2.¢. FON Wy, ‘ Asaphite 
Arabia’ (cp. on xvii. 5, xx. 2). But such wrong popular 
analyses are as possible in Hebrew as they appear to be 
in Sanskrit. That many Asaphites joined the Israelite 
immigrants follows from Num. xi. 4.—It only remains 
(1) to find instances of names resembling ‘ Yoseph’ outside 
the O.T., and (2) to throw the faint light of conjecture on 
this name. As to (1), I am disinclined to refer to the 
Palestinian place-name J8p’r in the list of Thotmes III. 
(No. 78),? because this is more probably to be connected 
with 5Sxyom, the linking forms being Seam, Sxvaw (cp. 
ANI, oviw). But I see no absolute hindrance to com- 
paring the ancient Babylonian personal name YaSup-ilu, 
and the Phcenician royal names given in Assyrian inscrip- 
tions as Milki-aSapa and Baal-iaSupu (Z. &2z0., cols. 2583 /). 
And as to (2), may not Asaph have arisen out of a mutilated 
form of some well-known N. Arabian name, such as mnBD, 
Neh. vii. 57, the original form of which may be nay (cp. 
on x. 14). It would certainly not be more strange that one 
tribal hero should bear a name connecting him with the 
Sarephathites than that others should be called by names 
traceable to Yerahme’el, Ishmael, and Ashhur or Asshur. 
See further, on chap. xxxvii., and cp. Z. Bzb., ‘Joseph.’ 


1 Another form of this name is 40°2" (1 Chr. vi. 8, etc.). 

2 Ed. Meyer now leaves it perfectly open whether JSp’r means 
Joseph-el or not (Lie [svaeliten, p.292). Cp. £. Bib., col. 2582, note 1. 
For Winckler’s view see G7 ii. 68. 


JACOB S*PCGRAFPT) AND. SELE-RIGH TEOUSNESS 
(GENURXXS 25°43) XXXIEAT 6) 


A NEW contract is made, but Jacob turns the tables 
on Laban, outdoes him in craft, and wins all Laban’s 
best cattle—Three points have to be noticed. In vw. 30, 
sS5an5, which Dillmann renders, ‘at every step of mine’; 
Gunkel, ‘since I have been here’; but for which the sense 
requires $52 (Gae27.)e iN Maas eva Lhe a planes tree 
will do as well or as ill as any other tree, but poy probably 
comes from joyn, and means ‘the Raamite or Yerahme’elite 
(tree), just as 7)wNmM means ‘the Asshurite (tree), and 
jow py ‘the Ishmaelite (tree). ji»n py has the same origin 
(see on Dt. xii. 2). In v. 43, ‘and camels and asses,’ at the 
end of the list, cannot be right ; see on xxiv. 35. 

Laban’s altered demeanour towards Jacob leads to a 
conversation (xxxi. 5-16) between that self-righteous hero 
and his wives, in the course of which he relates two theo- 
phanies and revelations; the narrative in vv. 10-13 is 
not at all smooth or connected, but we may ascribe this to 
the redactor. The wives place themselves entirely on 
Jacob’s side; his interests have become theirs. ‘ Whatever 
Elohim has said to thee, do’—Something has to be re- 
marked on the names of God. Inv. 5 Jacob tells his wives 
that their father’s displeasure is unreasonable, seeing that 
‘the God of my father (1x 75x) has been with me” But 
did Laban really worship a different God from Jacob? 
How was it that Isaac, in his instructions to Jacob, made 
no reference to this important point? We shall see, how- 
ever, that not only here but elsewhere AN or “nN ‘ father, 
has supplanted Any, ‘ Arabia” It was the God of the land, 
and people of the region of Arab-aram whom Jacob, not 
less than Laban, worshipped, and whose favour was now 


383 
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turned towards Jacob,—the God whose full name was 
Yahweh-Yerahme’el. See on vv. 29, 42, 53, XxXViii. 13, 
also the following note. 

And who was it that spoke to Jacob in his dream- 
vision? From what has been said on xxi. 17 it should 
be clear that it was no mere messenger, but the friendly, 
beneficent deity whose name was Yahweh-Yerahme’el or 
Yerahme’el-Yahweh. The narrator’s form is ober qxbdn ; 
but 5p (as we know) comes from Syn, and own is 
a substitute for m7. In the preceding note mention has 
been made of one of the titles of this deity. V. 13 
gives us another ; it is Syma by, ‘God of Bethel’ (see on 
xxviii. 19). The text, however, has Oxi ; how is this to 
be accounted for? Neither by expanding in the manner 
of @ and Onk. (Olsh., Ball), nor by grammatical subtleties 
(see e.g. Driver, Tenses, § 191, obs. 2; Ges.-Kau., § 2750 
The key is probably supplied by Isa. xlii. 5, Ps. Ixxxv. 9, 
where 5x7 seems to have come from 5xom-. Here, too, 
Sxit may have the same origin. The final 5x, too, may 
have expelled the essential word 5x: in the phrase Symon 5y. 
Thus we shall get, 2 5x ‘om ‘2x. In truth, the ancient 
name of the God of Bethel was, we can hardly doubt, 
Sxomy; at any rate, this was the name of the N. Arabian 
divinity known to the Israelites. See on xxviii. 10-22, also 
On XXXV. 7. 


JACOB'S: DEPARTUREs. GILEAD 
(GEN. XXXI. 17-XXXII. 1) 


THE turning-point has come. Obeying the oracle, Jacob 
takes a hurried departure from the place where he has 
laboured for twenty years. He is accompanied by ‘his 
sons and his wives. Rachel carries away her father’s 
‘teraphim, and so ensures for herself and her new house- 
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hold the protection of the gods of Laban’s family. From 
xXxXv. 2 (cp. Josh. xxiv. 2, 14, 20, 23) we gather that the 
members of Jacob’s household also had taken with them 
religious symbols of the nature of images; they had also 
earrings which were regarded as heathenish; no doubt, 
they were used as amulets. Laban pursues Jacob, and 
overtakes him on the mountain-range of ‘Gilead’ (see 
below). But Elohim (ze. Yerahme’el, the common deity 
of Laban and Jacob) warns Laban not to enter into any 
controversy with Jacob. Laban therefore enters into a 
compact with his kinsman on ‘Gilead’ They part in 
peace. 

Let us first give our best attention to geography. The 
subject certainly presents some great difficulties. ‘That the 
two narratives, J and E, meant the same part of the Gilead 
range can hardly be maintained. They both differ from 
the original story ; they also differ from one another. So 
I wrote formerly in the 4. £Lzd. (‘ Gilead,’ § 4), from the 
point of view which assumes J and E to have meant by 
‘Gilead’ a region on the east of the Jordan. This assump- 
tion, however, is not as safe as I supposed. J and E, as 
it now appears, have undergone redactional manipulation. 
Nor was the geography of the original story, common to 
J and E, that which is supposed in the Encyclopedia 
(‘Galeed’). It was plainly necessary to put the student 
on a track of advanced inquiry; some step forward had 
to be taken, otherwise the work would have been antiquated 
even before it was published. But the first attempt to 
recover the underlying geographical names was _ not 
successful. Nor was it brought out that what the com- 
posite story (JE) leads to is a contract between two clans 
both residing in the Arabian border-land to keep each 
within its own limits. It is not the present writer’s duty 
to clear up all that is geographically obscure in the Genesis 
narratives. He is prepared for large alterations and im- 
provements, as they become necessary through the progress 
of the exploration of Palestine and Arabia. What he 
claims to have definitely effected is the discovery of a large 
number of neglected textual phenomena which facilitate the 
sradual recovery of an earlier underlying form of the text. 

25 
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It seems, however, to be extremely probable that by 
‘the stream’ (17277) in v. 21 the original narrative meant 
one of the wadys of the Arabian border-land (for which 
see on xv. 18). Perhaps the stream or wady of Ephrath 
or Perath may be intended, which in xv. 18 (underlying 
text) appears to be represented as Gileadite. The southern 
Haran (see on xi. 31), which was in ‘the land of the bené 
Rekem’ (xxix. 1, E), seems to have been near this stream 
or wady. It is now in point to refer to the statement in 
the traditional text (xxxi. 22 f) that from Haran to the 
Gileadite mountains was a journey of seven, or, with flocks 
and herds, of ten days. From the ordinary point of view, 
this is plainly impossible. Shall we then suppose that E 
imagined Laban’s home to be much nearer to the trans- 
Jordanic Gilead than Haran, and that ‘he arose and crossed 
the stream (Euphrates)’ in v. 21 comes from the other 
narrator (J)? This is Dillmann’s view. Or shall we 
suppose that the number ‘seven’ in v. 23 is corrupt, 
ze. that the original text had some other number? This 
is Strack’s view. Or, considering the parallel of 1 K. 
xix. 8 (see Crit. Bzb. ad loc.), shall we conclude that here, 
as elsewhere, the numeral covers over an ethnic or a place- 
name? Surely, to obtain the best sense, we require, not a 
numeral, but a place-name. Therefore, instead of myaw 777 
on, let us restore as the original reading o2m> nyaw FT; 
pm from n9m,as xlix. 135 cp. on Dt. xxxiil) 235(=>) 8) ob 
iii. 8 (OY), I K. xiv. 31 (AN =]}o Ny, ‘ Yamanite Arabia’). 
Thus the direction of Jacob’s flight was towards Shibeah 
of the Yamanites (see on jy), x. 2); Shibeah may be=one 
of the places called Beer-sheba * (see on xxvi. 33, and cp. on 
chap. xx land !xxi, 14°): 

In this connexion may one venture to exonerate a 
scribe from Gunkel’s accusation of ‘pedantry’? Certainly 
moon ony San in v. 33 represents a gloss, but the 
glossator cannot have written mmon; the context makes 
it perfectly obvious that the tents examined were those 
of Leah and of Rachel. mon must be a corruption of 


1 From 2 S. xx. I we may perhaps venture to infer that there was 
a place called Sheba near the stream Yarhon. In chap. xxxii, 11 
Jacob’s passage of this stream is mentioned. 
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miaix. The scribe had a perfectly sensible object. Aram 
or Yerahme’el was the home of superstition; by inserting 
the gloss the late scribe wished to convey instruction and 
warning to his contemporaries. Note that in vv. 20, 24 
Laban is, contrary to custom, described as ‘the Aramzan.’ 

At the same time, minor superstitions cannot alter the 
fact that Laban and Jacob worshipped the same God. One 
may, indeed, infer from the words ‘the God of your father 
spoke to me’ (v. 29) that the contrary was the case, but 
we should be in error. The Hebrew text is clearly wrong ; 
the phrase ‘the God of your father’ (o> 2» '5»x), addressed 
to Jacob, is impossible. Seeing this, Ball would read 71x (so 
Sam., @, who also read, rightly, yy). But this is not enough. 
We have seen already that 1x and ‘nN often represent Wy. 
In vv. 5 and 42 this word is the original of Nx; here (as 
in XxXviii. 13) it is the word which underlies qyin. 

Inethe-same verse.(20), as. in 2K. ix: 26 and? Job 
XXX. 3, won is also corrupt, as the warning Pasek may 
indicate. It has probably come from ‘ypu (a short way 
of writing Ssxynw), on which a scribe gave the marginal 
gloss Syn, represented by 79Nn5, as in Ex. xv. 1,22 S. 
v. 1.4 Thus we get ‘the God of Arab-Ishmael [Yerahme’el] 
said to me’ (cp. on v. 42). The proper force of 7x5 was 
not so constantly forgotten that good writers have to be 
burdened with the awkward phrase 7ox5 y1ON™. 

We now see how to correct ‘1x 5x (v. 42), and the 
note on xxviii. 13 indicates the text underlying the variant 
oman ’53 (@ simply ABpaayu). ‘The fear of Isaac’ is 
surprising.” Why not the God of Isaac, as in xxviii, 13? 
And why ‘the God of /saac’ instead of some title equivalent 
fouutnes God won Atapia in. An fanswer can; Jy thinkwbe 
given. We have found (on xvii. 9, xxviii. 13) that pny 


1 Was Naboth really dragged out into the darkness of the night? 
Read ‘ynwa, ‘in Ishmael,’ a gloss on nxin npona, 

2 Read xynw’, a gloss on 7s. 

3 Read 5xonv, which is wrongly separated from 7; the full divine 
name was Yahweh-Yerahme’el. 

4 Read 5yonv, a gloss on aman. 

5 The current explanations are indeed ‘very questionable’ (Gunkel). 
Schwally (review of Staerk’s Studien, Lit. Centr.-blatt, June 17, 1899) 
even suggests that 17> may mean ‘dead spirit, ghost.’ 
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or pr may sometimes be a corruption of )7wx. This 
is most probably the case here. And if so, should we not 
look for some other regional name underneath the very 
improbable tmp? The nearest at hand is 19m, the name 
of one of the ‘sons of Gilead’ (Num. xxvi. 33). Hepher- 
Ashhur might be a gloss on (or variant to) ‘ Arab-Yarham,’ 
underlying ‘Abraham. The result is that we should omit 
all but the central part orm Dy (as variants or glosses), 
thus obtaining the sense, ‘unless the God of Arab-Yarham 
had been for me.’ The closing word wor, ze. ‘yow>, seems 
to be a gloss on one of the preceding district-names, perhaps 
on Vy (aN). We shall see presently (on vv. 45, 49) that 
the God of Arabia was called both Yerahme’el and Yahweh. 

A troublesome error occurs in v. 45 (E), and also, in 
a complicated form, in v. 46 (J). That Jacob should be 
the expressed or implied subject of the verb is forbidden 
by the context. py» must be wrong. We must not, 
however, substitute a5 for it (cp. Driver). Sap» in v. 46 
has come from 5xonm (like Spy in: Isa. xvii *5, etés tana 
ov-bap in 2 K. xv. 10); this word ought to be combined 
with 7)mwrx, thus forming the compound name Yerahme’el- 
Ashhur. This enables us to account for the impossible 
apy’ in v. 44, which is no mere error of a scribe, but has 
come from 5xnrm; and this ’mm> is the very word which 
is wanting to complete v. 44, which should run, ‘ And now 
come, let us make a compact, I and thou, and Yerahme’el 
shall be witness between us both. This restoration seems 
to me a very great boon ; it gives the key to the subsequent 
statement that the ‘heap’ or ‘the massébah’ should be 
witness. For how could a cairn or a stone be a witness 
unless a divinity were within the cairn or the stone (cp. 
Gunkel), and who could the divinity be but the God who 
was common to both parties—Yerahme’el the God of 
Arabia—V. 45 (E) and v. 46 (J) also become perfectly 
clear. They should run thus, ‘And he (Laban) took a 
stone, and set it up as a massébah. And he (Laban) said, 
Gather stones,’ etc. ‘Yerahme’el-Ashhur’ remains outside ; 
it is a gloss on the enigmatical ‘ Yegar-sahaditha’ in v. 47 
(see note). For the equation ymN =mwry, see on xvi. 12, 
xxve 13) Hos ii.3) 
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Certainly the riddle of ‘ Yegar-sahadiitha’ (v. 47) is a 
pretty one. Most have supposed that the name, read in 
accordance with MT., means ‘heap of witness,’ or ‘heap is 
witness,’ and that the cairn received both a Hebrew and 
an equivalent Aramaic name because it stood on the 
frontier between Aramaic- and Hebrew-speaking popula- 
tions. But the Hebrew name of the spot intended was 
not ty5a, but ty3, as indeed J, at any rate, surely must 
mean us to read in v. 48 (see Gunkel).? And from our 
present point of view it is easy to make at least a near 
approach to the true solution of the riddle—a_ solution 
which has the twofold merit of being methodical and of 
harmonising with results attained elsewhere. xmqTw 1 
would, in fact, be a perfectly regular transformation of 
manor ‘rm. The whole of v. 47 is a gloss on 1DwW NIP 
sv5. in v. 48. ‘Therefore one called its name Gilead, 
said the earlier writer; upon this the glossator’s comment 
is, ‘Laban called its name Yerah-Ashharoth (= Yerahme’el- 
Ashhur); Jacob called it Gil‘ad’ We have seen already 
that yor Sapy in v. 46 represents wr SNOT, a correc- 
tion of ‘Tw ry. 

The origin of ty5) has, I venture to think, been too 
hastily traced to an Arabic word (gal/‘ad) meaning ‘hard, 
strong, brave.” Analogy seems rather to suggest that ty5 
(like the names read as ‘Bashan,’ ‘Kasdim, ‘ Akshaph,’ 
‘Akrabbim’) is a compound. For b3, cp. 5 5p, bby, m2 ; 
for ty, cp. m™1v, Sxvty, and perhaps Syatp. 5. may be 
a fragment of 52; cp. Savona, ae. SseSor (cp. nN =o, 
in 759 029). 

Another riddle is that of ‘Mispah’ (v. 49). Well- 
hausen* argues learnedly that Mispah in Gilead may 
originally have been called Massébah; he thinks, too, that 


1 Nestle, Marginalien, p. 11. 

2 That there was textual corruption in the Aramaic name was pointed 
out in £, Bz0., col. 1627, though the best solution was not given owing 
to the prejudice that the scene of the story must be on the frontier of 
the northern Aram, 

3 ‘ny was very early the short for Sxony. For nvnex cp. on nnwr, 
Num. xxi. 15. With 1 we may possibly compare the ‘land of Gari,’ 
Am. Tab. 237, 23 (cp. Hommel, 4/7, p. 265). 

4 CH, 1889, pp. 43 f 


390 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


the connexion of vv. 48-50 is much disturbed by glosses. 
It may be questioned, however, whether ‘ Mispah’ has any 
right of existence here. yom should probably be 7axoT 
(as Sam. actually reads), and 7x 1wx which follows has 
come from pay Twwx2, ‘in Asshur of Aram’ (see on xxii. 2). 
The words thus read are a misplaced appendage to the 
gloss in v. 47, and state that the massébah was still to be 
seen in Asshur-Aram. The words my 4x may therefore 
be a continuation of the speech of Laban in v. 48. 

V. 53a has also been found perplexing. wpm has 
been held to indicate a lower mode of thinking character- 
istic of Laban, and ormax 5x to be a gloss ‘added for 
the purpose of softening a polytheistic trait by subsuming 
the God of Abraham and the God (or gods) of Nahor 
under a higher unity’ (Driver, after Del, Dillm., etec.). 
This seems a radical error. Laban and Jacob had the 
same religion, only the former kept up more superstitious 
practices than the latter. Abraham himself uses a plural 
verb with ‘Elohim’ (xx. 13), certainly not to conciliate 
polytheistic hearers (Dillm., Driver, etc.). Sound method 
requires us to hold that o7aN in v. 53 a has come either 
from a dittographed oman, or from oman, a correction of 
oman. Referring to what has been said on v. 42, I would 
read Wh de) oy bx. In v. 53. we must insert 
5x between 2 and 1pm (for tmp); and for ’s Pax, Ty 
Twx, which may be a gloss on 9m. For ‘ Nahor’ 
(= Arab-nahor) see on xxiv. Io. - 


LEGEND OF MAHANAIM (GEN. xxxiII. 2,3) 


ACCORDING to the MT. of this passage, ‘angels of 
Elohim’ met Jacob on his progress, and from his exclama- 
tion, ‘this is a host (camp) of Elohim, the place Mahanaim 
derived’ its’ name (ep.-2- B76, col. 2902, note 1). .But 
surely, if the origin of ‘Mahanaim’ were to be explained at 
all, something more would have been said by the original 
writer. The text, therefore, must have been mutilated, 
probably because much that was said was distasteful to a 
later generation. We most naturally think of a contest 
between Jacob and a company of inferior divine beings 
(cp. xxxii. 23 7). So Gunkel, who is in the main probably 
right... But can we not improve upon this? In the only 
other passage of Genesis in which owbx ~xdn occurs 
(xxviii. 12), that phrase appears to be not original, but a 
development out of my Sear. Probably, therefore, the 
original story spoke of a hostile onset (yp) of Yerahme’el- 
Yahweh, and of Jacob’s permitted victory over him. After 
this it may have been said that Jacob erected Yerahme’el- 
pillars (see on xxviii. 22), and worshipped. In this case 
the patriarch’s exclamation must have been, not Mm ‘Ox TIN, 
but mi mm ‘orm, ‘this one is Yerahme’el-Yahweh. To 
illustrate this, let it be remarked that JT m2m0 in Judg. 
xviii. £2 is probably not the original place-name, but jor 
}7, or the like, where jorm would be a corruption of Sworn. 
The place-name om» also, most probably, arose very 
early out of om or oeN, Ze. pillars of Yerahme’el.’ 
Cp..on nr, xxxvi. 23. 


1 Ed. Meyer (p. 275, note 2) dissents, but without giving any 


reason. 
2 See on Lev. xxvi. 30, and cp. Isa. xvii. 8, where onn is coupled 
with onwy, 7.2. sacred symbols of the god Asher or Asshur. 
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Now, as to geography. Mahanaim is commonly sup- 
posed to have stood in the region beyond the Jordan. 
There are, however, reasons for thinking that the Mahanaim 
of the early narratives may have been in some part of the 
Arabian border-land. Thus (1), it was the residence of 
Saul’s son and successor ‘Ishbosheth’ (2 S. ii. 8, 12, 29), 
and there are serious difficulties in placing this king’s 
residence’ beyond the Jordan’ (C774. B2b. p. 253) (2 ale 
was also for a time the residence of David (2 S. xviii. 24 ff), 
and though the geography of Absalom’s revolt may have 
been manipulated, there are still some indications that the 
scene of the events of that episode was originally placed in 
the Arabian border-land. See eg. on 2S. xvi. 14 f, and 
xvii. 26, which shows that the land of Gilead, where 
Mahanaim lay, was in Arab-Ishmael. (3) It was also the 
capital of one of Solomon’s prefectures (1 K. iv. 14). Now 
it seems to have been shown! with no slight probability 
that the region divided into prefectures was that possessed 
by Solomon in the Arabian border-land. On these grounds 
it is probable that the ‘ Mahanaim’ (Hammanim ?) originally 
meant was not= Mihnée or Mahné in the Jebel ‘Ajlun, nor 
yet the town ‘Ajlun itself, but stood on some unrecoverable 
site far to the south, in the vicinity of the stream called in 
the present text j11, but in the earlier text prmm (see on 
v. 11). It may be assumed that an important sanctuary 
existed at Mahanaim, and that tales were told there about 
Jacob, such as that only just discernible in vv. 2, 3, and 
that still preserved in its main features in vv. 23-33. 


1 See Crit. Bib., and E. Bzb., col. 4687, note 1. 


JACOB AND ESAU (GEN, XXxIl- 4-22) 


A LINKING passage. A clear picture of the events 
cannot be obtained from the traditional text. Evidently 
the narrative is composite (JE), but the difficulties of the 
chapter are complicated by corruptions of the text and 
geographical misunderstandings. First, as to the latter. It 
has already been remarked by Gunkel and Winckler that 
the land of Edom is too far away from Mahanaim and 
Penuel for Jacob’s messengers to return so quickly, followed 
at no great distance by Esau himself. Gunkel has suggested 
that the domain of Esau may at first have been placed 
much more to the north, and Winckler even thinks that 
both Abraham and Jacob were moved from the north to 
the south by the Yahwist,’ and that the Seir referred ‘to in 
xxx, 4, XXXill. 14, 16, was in N., Israel (cp. Judg. ili. 26), 
and is the same that is spoken of by Abd-hiba of Jerusalem 
(Am. Tab. 181, 26) in the phrase ‘from (the region of) 
Shéri to (the city of) Ginti-kirmil? 

From our present point of view, however, a different 
view is more plausible. As we have seen (on xiv. 6), 
‘Seir’ is probably a very early modification of ‘ Asshur.’ 
It is therefore not impossible that Esau’s domain may have 
been a part of the great Asshurite country, other parts of 
which were occupied by Laban and Jacob respectively. 
We may add (1) that it seems to follow from v. 7 and xxxiii. I 
(see next note) that the district from which Esau came 
could also be described as a part of Ishmaelite Arabia, and 
(2) that one or both of the geographical phrases at the end 
of v. 4 (as also 7 yw, ‘to Seir, xxxiii. 14, 16) may be due 
to a supplementing scribe. 


1 AOF, xxi. 265, 439. 
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We now pass on to a great difficulty, of which none of 
the recent critics, except Steuernagel, attempts any explana- 
tion. How came Esau to have four hundred men at his 
beck and call (xxxii. 7, xxxiii. 1), and what was his object 
in bringing so large a band with him? The narrative 
throws no light on the four hundred. It does not call them 
either his ‘trained’ men or his ‘kinsmen, but simply ‘men,’ 
and allows us to infer that Esau’s sole object in coming was 
to greet his brother. Steuernagel (Ezmwand. p. 105) 
suggests that the notice of the arrival of Esau and his 
band has been transferred hither from another context, in 
which ‘Jacob’ meant ‘the Jacob-tribe, and ‘Esau’ meant 
‘the Esau-tribe, and that Num. xx. 14-21, where the king 
of Edom refuses to allow Israel to pass, is parallel, in so far 
as it is based upon an earlier narrative, which must have 
related a hostile encounter between Edom and _ Israel. 
Before making such an arbitrary conjecture, however, it 
would have been better to examine the text of xxxii. 7 
and xxxiii, I more narrowly. Experience shows that 
numerals are very apt to be the disguise of ethnics. pax 
wee med should, according to parallels (see on xv. 13), be 
a scribe’s production out of the ill-written words Syanx xy 
swe,’ while yav, which rightly stands first in xxviii. 1, 
probably comes from syn. Thus we get as the original 
reading ‘[from] Arabia of Ishmael-Asshur.” (The preposi- 
tion » has dropped out, and ny has been dittographed.) 

The reader will now, I hope, recognise the original 
form of the story of the meeting of the brothers. It must 
have been to this effect—that, to improve the relations 
between himself and Esau, the younger brother sent 
messengers to the elder in Arab-Ishmael, to announce that 
he was on his way home, having prospered in his years of 
hard service. The messengers returned, and stated that 
they had seen Esau, and that with the perfection of courtesy 
he had started from Arab-Ishmael to meet Jacob half-way. 


1 Syms and dwn often represent Sxyne”. 

2 The meaning is that in xxxiii. 1 the MS. on which the late 
redactor relied gave wrongly, not yp, but aynyo. This the redactor 
converted into yas wy, while in xxxii. 7 he changed the order of the 
words, and wrote .py ex mND yan. 
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There was nothing in this to perplex one so confident in his 
superior shrewdness as Jacob, who at once made prepara- 
tions for sending a large present before him to propitiate 
Esau, whose wrath he still feared. Jacob’s calculated 
liberality, supported by his extravagant compliments and 
self-humiliation, took effect on the dull-minded Esau, who 
genially accepted the present, and, assuming that Jacob 
would pay him a visit, offered to lead the way. The crafty 
Jacob, however, found a good excuse (see on xxxiii. 13 f) 
for getting rid of his dangerous brother, whose fit of 
generosity might not last long. He proposed first of all to 
move gently on to Asshur-Yerahme’el, where he was at 
home, and where he would deposit his family in safety, 
and then pay the proposed visit (which he hoped would 
never come off) to Esau. 

The humorous character of all this will not escape the 
reader, and Gunkel has well pointed out how strongly the 
narrative contrasts with the inwardness of the prayer in 
XXxXii. 10-13, which is obviously a later insertion. As to 
the details of the prayer, there are four points requiring to 
be mentioned here. (1) The titles given to Yahweh in 
v. IO are reduced by a keen textual criticism to one, viz. 
sate ny wx, ‘God of Arab-Ashhur’ (see on xxviii. 13). 
(2) The name }7> should rather be pm (see on xiii. 10). 
(3) The supposed popular proverb in v. 12 is most probably 
a corruption of Sxynw 211 (transposing). On this point it 
should be added that the phrase ‘the sons of Ishmael’ is an 
interpolated gloss on ‘Esau. The glossator had before 
him the false reading ‘with him four hundred men, and 
took these men to be Ishmaelite freebooters. (4) The 
reference to the sand in v. 13 presupposes a reading in 
xxii. 17 which has, I think, been shown to be false; a 
sufficient proof of the lateness of the inserted passage. 


1 Cp. Hos. x. 14 (end), where read >xynw tnvx 12, ‘the men of 
Ashtar-Ishmael.’ 


THE WRESTLING-MATCH (GEN. XXXII. 23-33) 


HERE is a severe test, for we have come to the story of 
the successful wrestling of Jacob—himself a hero—with an 
antagonist who is no less than divine. Very naturally it 
gave offence to some of its ancient readers; hence it is 
omitted in the Book of Jubilees. Indeed, except when 
spiritualised by poet or preacher, it is likely to be equally 
uncongenial to modern students. Still, we must not, as 
historical students, be tempted to despise this antique 
narrative, nor refuse the effort required to comprehend it. 
Indeed, though antique, it is not strictly primitive; the 
mythical element which it contains must have been con- 
siderably toned down before the Yahwist and the Elohist 
could accept it. 

First of all, however, let us examine the geographical 
framework, remembering, as always, that the letters of the 
traditional text are no more authoritative than the vowel- 
points. We have seen already that, if Mahanaim is to be 
placed in the north-east, the journey to that place from Seir 
is too long for Esau to have taken, whether out of mere com- 
plaisance or for any other reason. The stream, therefore, 
beside which Jacob found himself can neither be the 
Yarmuk (Wellh.) nor the Nahr ez-Zerka’ (Dillm., Driver, 
Stc,). 

Its name Yabbok, too, has been much misunderstood. 
It means neither the ‘ profuse’ nor the ‘gurgling’ stream ;? 
but is to be connected with the name of a place, 1p, men- 
tioned in Judg. vii. 25, not far from the }1», or rather the 

IN SeCuoMende AA Ji 1OO2k) piel Az Otem tess GarAcmoinith Gs 
pp. 583 7; cp. Eus. in OS 266, 80. 

2? BDB apparently suggest this. The early narrators are supposed 
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pry (see on xiii. 11), and not far also, though on the 
other side of the stream, from myo (Ze. no>p). Both p» 
and 1p." belong to the same group as Apy» (see below), and 
are worn-down forms of omy (Yarham = Yerahme’el). 
Now, though it is admittedly quite possible for a place and 
a stream in N.E. Palestine to have borne a name of 
N. Arabian origin—for the N. Arabian immigrants carried 
their names with them,—yet other considerations strongly 
favour the view that the stream p2 was in the N. Arabian 
border-land, and was a tributary of the stream called 
Yarhon. Like so many other corruptions of om, the 
form in question early acquired an independent existence. 
See further, on Num. xxi. 24, Dt. ii. 37. 

At a later point we find Jacob arriving at Peniel (v. 31) 
or Penuel (v. 32) and Succoth (xxxiii. 17; cp. Judg. viii. 
Saeco, LO 7s). tierey too, the name snip’ (do) favours; 
though it does not, strictly speaking, require, the N. Arabian 
theory. For Succath (Succoth) should be Saccath; it is 
most probably identical with Salecath, ze. Ashcalath.” It 
is very possible that the original story referred to the 
famous Asshurite city called Salecath (cp. on xx. 16, 
Dt. iii. 10). It is true, the narrator explains the name as 
‘booths,’ and this agrees with the old explanation of 3m 
n2p[7] as ‘ feast of booths.” Originally, however, the ‘feast’ 
was that of Salecath or Salekith, ze of the goddess of 
Ashcal or Asshur-Yerahme’el, properly called Ashtart 
(see on Lev. xxiii. 34). The origin of Peniel is less easily 
determined. The name must be old; it may occur, mis- 
written, in the name-list of Shoshenk.? But though it was 
early explained (see v. 31) as 5x ~m (‘face of God’)—a 
possible title of the divine Wrestler, or, as others think, 
suggested by the appearance of the mountain (if. Peniel 
was on a mountain) *—yet it is practically certain that the 


(e.g. by G. A. Smith, Zc., and Driver, Hast. DB, p. 3504, note 1) to 
have interpreted it the ‘wrestling’ stream. 

1 MT. calls the place as: 3p, but "1, like ty2, na, 52, comes from 
byynw, and is merely a variant to 3p. See Cvzt, Bzd. on Judg. vii. 25. 

2 Cp. nbao and ’y ; mo and 'v. 

3 W.M. Miller, ds. u. Eur. p. 168. 

4 The latter view is held by Gunkel (p. 322); the profile of a huge 
face may have been imagined, for which analogies can be offered. 
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connexion with po» is illusory, and probable that Ssonp is 
an expansion of the old tribal name 5p3, for the probable 
origin of which see on vi. 4. 

To fix the sites of these places is entirely beyond us; 
even oow (again in xxxiii. 18) and Symon (where Hosea, as 
we shall see, apparently places the wrestling) cannot be 
identified. But if we can admit that the localities referred 
to were in N. Arabia, the general consistency of these 
narratives will be preserved. It may be added that if the 
same Saccath (=Salecath) is referred -to in Ex: xi037, 
this place must have been situated not far from the border 
of Misrim or Musri. 

Let us now pass on to the story itself. That the 
wrestling in which Jacob engaged is meant to be under- 
stood literally, is undeniable ;* and from a critical point of 
view it is only natural to compare the classical passages 
in which gods and men mingle in the fray, also, more 
especially, the primitive and wide-spread myth of the 
halting god.” Jacob is evidently regarded as the possessor 
of enormous strength: (cp, xxvili, 18, xxix) TO, xxxi-qg5). 
Possibly this story formed the close of a series of tales 
which recounted the feats of that mighty hero. One may 
at least say that it well deserved to do so from its ex- 
ceptional character. And what was the object of the 
story? Probably it was to show that Jacob had won the 
favour of the God of the N. Arabian land which he had 
entered, or, perhaps, that his tribe had full religious sanction 
for its occupation of it? These blessings, according to the 
legend here adopted, were obtained by a successful contest. 
The event took place at ‘Penuel, where, as well as at 
Mahanaim, the priests and worshippers at the sanctuary 
loved to tell the legend. Possibly, as Gunkel (p. 323) 
suggests, a special rite of dancing (like limping) was 


Ed. Meyer (after Halévy) in £. 570., col. 3747, thinks that Sya j» in 
Pheenician inscriptions is a place-name. It may be this, and yet jp 
need not mean ‘face.’ 

1 I see no reason for supposing that the original narrator thought of 
a dream-vision as in xxviii. 12 (Jeremias, 4 7-40, p. 235). 

2 See Folklore, 1902, No. 1; Stucken, Astralmythen, p. 152. 

3 This seems better than the view given in Z. Bzd., ‘ Wrestling.’ 
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practised there’ (cp. v. 32). If so, the Penuel sanctuary 
must have had a wide influence, for the prophets of Baal 
(Yerahme’el ?) in general appear to have adopted the rite’ 
(1 K. xviii. 26), and the spring festival called the Pesah 
(our ‘ Passover’) may have derived its name from such 
limping or leaping dances.* 

It is noteworthy that the term for ‘wrestling’ (Snaz, 
see on xxx. 8) does not occur in the narrative; the word 
which has probably taken its place (Apy2) means ‘to use 
tricks,» The MYT. itis: true; has Gn v.25) pany; but. the 
explanations of the supposed root pix are most precarious, 
and it is needful to correct the text. The gain is manifest. 
On this last occasion (v. 29) of Jacob’s bearing this name, 
legend finds a new reason for it. It means ‘the tricksome’ 
(cp. Jer. ix. 3), and the last and greatest of Jacob’s artifices, 
or exhibitions of cleverness, was when he put forth the 
craft of an Odysseus against a divine Man. Whether the 
narrator thoroughly sympathises with this, we cannot 
positively say. The shiftiness of the nomad* was slow to 
disappear. If the narrator did feel some qualms at Jacob’s 
action (cp. Hos. xii. 4), he did not care to spoil his story 
by indicating this. His object was not to criticise but to 
glorify the patriarch, and this he did, not by a modernising 
fiction of his own, but by adopting an old and venerated 
legend. At this turning-point in Jacob’s career, it was 
fitting that his name, like Abram’s, should be changed. 
But the old name was not to be thrown aside as ignoble. 
As W. M. Miiller has pointed out, it was, according to the 
original story, Jacob who resorted to an artifice, like 
Odysseus in //. xxiii. 725-727; ze. the subject of the verb 
in v. 26a is Jacob. This seems to me to be confirmed by 


1 Land (De Gids, Oct. 1871, p. 20, note 1). He thinks (com- 
paring the Arabic masd) that the name of the mysterious Being with 
whom Jacob strove was MenasSeh, z.e. one who injures the hip- 
sinew (cp. vv. 26, 33). Surely 7529, ‘one who tests,’ would be more 
seemly. 

2 See references in &. Bzb., ‘ Dance,’ col. 1000, note 2. 

3 So Toy; cp. &. Bz6., col. 999. 

4 On the shiftiness of Jacob and David, see Cheyne, Azds fo 
Criticism, pp. 34 f- note 2. 

5 See W. M. M. As. uw. Eur. p. 163, note 1, who is followed by 
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the parallel account in Hosea (xii. 4, etc.), to which we 
shall return. 

And who can Jacob’s antagonist have been? Two 
Midrashic statements were current in later times. Accord- 
ing to one, it was the angel-prince of Edom ;* according to 
another, the archangel Michael.” But the narrative itself 
answers our question. V7. 29 in MT. runs thus, ‘And he 
said, Thy name shall no more be called Jacob, but Israel, 
for thou hast contended with Elohim and with men, and 
hast prevailed” Even without criticising the text, we may 
venture to guide ourselves provisionally by this statement. 
It was evidently a superhuman being, though in human 
form, with whom Jacob wrestled. 

But must we not allow ourselves to use our already- 
gained experience in textual criticism? Plainly owbx 
(god) and o wax (men) ought to be synonymous, and if 
they are not, ow2N at any rate must be corrupt. Both wir 
(see on iv. 26) and owas (see on 2 S. vii. 14), equally with 
jow (cp. Pynw, and see on Isa. x. 27, Ps. xcii. 11), are well- 
established corruptions of 5synw. Does not this furnish a 
hint as to the name of Jacob’s antagonist? We have seen 
already that qx5n in the phrases mm '50 and ow» 5 has 
most probably come from Syn, which not only designated 
the Yerahme’elite race, but was also the name of the god, 
or one of the gods, whom the race worshipped. It is also 
approximately certain that in the much-disputed Jacob- 
passage in Hos. xii. 4, 5 (see below) the antagonist of 
Jacob is called Ashhur, Elohim, and Mal’ak (or some other 
form of Yerahme’el). Lastly, we have seen it to be prob- 
able that on itself is sometimes® either an alteration or 
a corruption (or half one and half the other) of Syon, 
or at any rate of some form of that name which had long 


B. Luther, ZATW, 1901, p. 66, Ed. Meyer, and Holzinger. The 
view is not inconsistent with the fact that v. 264 distinctly states that 
it was the hollow of Jacob’s thigh which became out of joint. This 
notice evidently comes from another narrator, and v. 27 connects 
admirably with v. 26a. In v. 264, of course, read wy apya2, ‘when he 
tried a trick with him.’ 

1 Bereshith rabba, \xxvii. f. 

2 Targ. Jon. on Gen. xxxii. 24; see pp. 59 4 

8 But hardly in the phrase on>x[n] qw20. 
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since acquired an independent existence. It follows that 
no view is so probable as this—that the personage with 
whom Jacob, according to the original story, contended 
was the second person of the divine duad or triad— 
Yerahme’el, also called Ishmael (see on xvi. 10), and that 
in v. 29 the former name underlies ody, and the latter 
DWAIN. 

In v. 30 we find Jacob sharing our own curiosity as to 
the name of his opponent, but receiving, as the text now 
stands, an evasive answer.’ This is surprising, if we assign 
the narrative to a single narrator, and if we accept the 
criticism of ov5x in the preceding paragraph. For in v. 29, 
according to our revised text, it is said, ‘thou hast contended 
with Yerahme’el [with Ishmael], and hast prevailed’; ze. 
the divinity, unasked, communicates his name to his van- 
quisher. The solution of the problem is that v. 29 comes 
from one source, and vv. 30 f from another. From the 
latter passage it is plain that though Jacob knows that he 
has to do with a divinity, he does not know that divinity’s 
name. It is effective dramatically to represent Jacob as 
asking for the sacred name, and this the narrator enjoys. 
But he is well aware of the name all the time. Both J and 
E are fully persuaded that in Israel’s heroic age the second 
member of the divine duad or triad frequently intervened in 
human affairs (cp. on xvi. 10). And, to confirm this, we 
find in the parallel passage Judg. xiii. 19 (see note) an early 
glossator appending to the evasive question of the divine 
Speaker (‘why askest thou for my name?’) the note ‘it is 
Yerahme’el, which has intruded in a corrupt form into the 
text. It was thus no mere local deity—the xumen of 
Penuel *—over whom Jacob prevailed, but that great Being 


1 The idea is that to communicate the true name of a god is danger- 
ous. He who has this name can dispose of the power of its bearer (cp. 
Dieterich, Mthrasliturgie, p. 112). Hence the deep significance of 
swearing, e.g. by Ashmath of Shimron (Ashmath in Am. vill. 14= 
ishme’elith, the feminine side of the god Ishmael). In legends con- 
nected with cultus either the true name or an effective substitute had to 
be revealed (cp. on xvii. 1). Gunkel thinks that originally vy, 30 con- 
tained a revelation of the true name of the divine wrestler, and compares 
El ‘Olam and El Beth-el. But see note 2. 

2 This is against the view of Land, De Gzds (above), and apparently 

26 
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who was first to the Arabians, but only second to the better 
Israelites, who was conquered by Jacob, only because he 
willed to be conquered—because he willed to strengthen 
Jacob’s confidence both in himself and in the divinity. 
Hence Jacob says, ‘I have confronted Yerahme’el (later 
text, Elohim) face to face, and I have come away alive’ 
(v.31): 

That Jacob’s antagonist is indeed divine appears further 
from xxxv., 10, where the giver of the new name ‘ Israel’ is 
called Elohim (originally Yerahme’el). In this case the gift 
is connected with the theophany at Bethel,’ and the question 
arises whether in the original form of the narratives ‘ Bethel’ 
or ‘Beth-on’ did not mean the same place as Penuel; for 
Bethel and Beth-on, as we have seen, are, like Tubal, Nebat, 
and Beten, merely popular modifications of Ishmael. 

There is yet another record, besides xxxv. 10, of a 
traditional statement that the contest with Elohim, or 
Mikael, or Ashhur, took place at Bethel or Ono. This 
is in Hos. xii. 4, 5. The passage as handed down in 
MT. is in many ways strange. What is to be said, eg., 
of the statement that ‘in the womb he (Jacob) sup- 
planted his brother’? The next line is rendered by Harper, 
‘and in his man’s strength he contended with God’; Harper 
makes this the first line of a later insertion. The complica- 
tion of the exegesis forced upon those who accept the text 
ought to be a stimulus to a keener textual criticism. I have 
ventured to attempt this, and strict application of new 
methods brings me to this result. 

In Beth-on he used a trick with Ashhur, 

In Ono he strove with Elohim. 

[Gloss 1. He strove with Mal’ak (Yerahme’el), and 

prevailed ; 

He wept and made supplication to him.] 

[Gloss 2. Bethel of Ishmael ; Arab-Ishmael.] 


of Gunkel. The view of Robertson Smith (Re/. Sem. p. 456) is still less 
correct. 

1 Stade’s view (L201. Theol. des A.T. i. 58) is that Jacob overcame 
a Canaanite local divinity named Israel (=the fighting El). 

? Possibly the account of the theophany was originally much fuller, 
and resembled that in chap. xxviii. 
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We see here that even in the time of the glossator the 
geography of the old legend was understood, and further, 
that the identity of the divine antagonist of Jacob with 
Mal’ak (=Yerahme’el) was realised. The reference to 
“weeping and making supplication’ shows that the legend 
had begun to be spiritualised ; the striving had now become 
a great upheaval of the spirit in prayer. 

And now as to the origin of the names Jacob (apy, 
or [five times] 2)py>) and Israel (Sxqw). It is useless to 
attempt a solution, if we assume the present forms of the 
names to be correct, and if we adhere to the prevalent 
theory that a large proportion of Semitic names from the 
very first embodied statements with regard to the Deity. 
Sound method requires us to group py. with those Hebrew 
names which have most of the same letters, or at any rate 
letters akin to them—such as p> (wv. 23), 1p» (Judg. vii. 25), 
py (Ezra ii. 42, 45, etc.), map» (1 Chr. iv. 36), Sexap? 
(Neh. xi. 25), OP NN, OPIN, Jpy? (see on xxxvi. 27), and 
other similar Semitic names such as Sxapy and yipy, 
Ikibum * (son of Abishar), Akabbi-ili, to which others may 
be added from Johns, Deeds, iii. 164. Consistently with 
our results thus far, we cannot doubt that the common 
origin of all these forms is om, which, with the formative 
ending, becomes Sear. The study of Pheenician, 
Aramaic, and Palmyrene names in the light of our 
discoveries, suggests that the Semitic parallels to 1py> have 
the same origin. It is enough, therefore, to record the 
favourite interpretation (see e.g. Hommel, Gy. p. 167, note 6) 
of ‘Jacob’ as ‘he (God) rewards. But another favourite 
view seems to be probably correct, viz. that the name once 
had the fuller form Sxapy. Ya‘kub-ilu has indeed been 
found on Babylonian contract-tablets of Hammurabi’s time, 
and a Hyksos king Ya‘kub-ilu is admitted by Spiegelberg. 
Further, in the name-list of Thotmes III. (No. 102) occurs, 
a name which may perhaps represent Ya‘kob~el. 

Next as to Sx. This is not ‘God rules’ (Knob., Dillm.), 
and ‘God strives’ (Dillm., Noldeke, E. Meyer, WRS, etc.), or 


1 bys, like bsx in Zech. xiv. 5, comes from bxw (cp. Sxyne); see Crzt. 


Bib. on Josh. xv. 21. 
2 For japy (= 9py) see Cooke, p. 404. 3 Cp. on 023Y, xxxvi. 39. 
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‘Let God strive’ (Gray), or ‘God flashes’* (Vollers), or 
‘God persists’ or ‘ perseveres’” (Driver, Hast. DB, p. 530 2). 
These theories (a) are based upon an erroneous theory of 
the original or primary meaning of Semitic names, and (0) 
the best-known of them take their notion of 7m from the 
legend of the wrestling. Independently of Hommel I have 
long arrived at the conclusion that the second syllable was 
yw. This enables us to make the patriarch’s two names 
entirely parallel, for, comparing Sxnx, Num. xxvi. 31, and 
Snip, 1 Chr. iv. 16, and pox, 1 Chr. xxv. 2, it is 
difficult not to hold that the first letter was x.2 This gives 
us as the original form Syne or Sx. In accordance 
with this I have long recognised in the famous pW a 
development of wx, Ze. the N. Arabian region called 
Asshur, or, Ashhur, and) in oti map, Josh. °x.113, etc ea 
distortion of 7mtix ‘bp,’ a book relating to Ashhur, ze. to that 
part of Ashhur which was occupied by Israel. In this con- 
nexion, too, 1th, the name of a son of Caleb, 1 Chr. ii. 18, 
and Toy (another form of nix), 1 Chr. xxv. 14, may be 
mentioned. We can now understand how Ahab in an 
Assyrian inscription comes to be called Sir’lai, and Israel to 
be represented on the Merneptah-stele by Y-si-rfl.? | For 
other views of ‘Israel’ see £. Bzb., ‘Jacob, § 6, on which 
note that Yizrah, too, is a deformation of Ashhur; also 
Steuernagel, Eznwand. pp. 61 f/ The name ‘Seraiah’ may 
also be referred to here (see p. 288). 

With regard to the significance of the traditional change 


1 Arch. f. Rel.-wiss. ix., 1906, p. 184. 

2 Driver would render n-w in xxxii. 29 ‘thou hast persevered’ The 
sense is unsuitable, and far-fetched (Ar. Sardya, in iii., to persist or 
persevere against another’). Surely ‘thou hast prevailed’ implies ‘thou 
hast striven.’ 

3 ¢«Asriel’ is a son of Gilead (the N. Arabian); Asarel, of Yehallelel 
(z.e. Yerahme’el) ; Asarelah, of Asaph (a N. Arabian name ; see Book of 
Psalms”, Introd. p. xlii.). 

* In £. &z6., ‘Jasher’ and ‘ Jeshurun,’ it is supposed that another 
form of Sx’ was jw, from which came a shorter form 7” (Yésher ?). 
The ‘Book of the Righteous’ has in this case come from ‘ Book of 
Yesher (= Israel).’? So Erbt (Die Hebraer), unaware of his predecessor. 
In Crit. Bib., however, it is shown that v7 comes from nv» (Ashhur). 

5 Cp. Hommel, Gy. pp. 167 f, note 6; Lagarde, Uebersicht, 
p. 132; Kittel, Chronicles (SBOT, Heb.), p. 58. 
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of name, I think that some recent critics have been too 
subtle. It does not, ¢g., mean that the Jacob-tribe, after 
becoming fused with the Rachel-tribe, required and received 
a new name, viz. Israel (so Steuern.), but is simply a 
legendary expression of the fact that Israel originally dwelt 
in a land which had the two synonymous designations 
Yerahme’el and Asshur (cp. on chap. xvii.). Jacob-Israel 
is the hero of the region called (from its two divinities) 
Asshur-Yerahme’el, just as Esau (another corruption of 
Asshur) is the hero of that part of Asshur which was called 
Seir or Arab-Edom. 

The question of the analysis of the sources has been 
treated most recently by B. Luther (ZATW xxi. 65 ff), 
Holzinger, Gunkel, and Ed. Meyer (Dze Isr. pp. 57 /). 
The most important variation is that in v. 26 a (see above). 
Whe vartiticesis- used there: by Jacobi; “in'w.°26 @, by the 
divinity. 


THE MEETING OF THE BROTHERS 
(GEN. XXXIM, I-17) 


JacoB and Esau meet, after which Esau returns to Seir, 
and Jacob moves on to Succoth(?). Note the generosity 
ascribed to Esau, whom Jacob recognises for the first time 
asenis-lora (v. 33 ep..Am, Tab: 51,-3;-ctc.).- The. statement 
suggests that the legend came from a sanctuary visited by 
Edomites as well as IJsraelites.’ 

The narrative in the main is assigned to J. Notice, 
however, that in v. 14 all from ~wxd to adi is due, in its 
present form, to the redactor, who did his best with a corrupt 


1 Holzinger, Genesis, p. 212. 
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text! Originally geographical glosses stood here. -wxd 
(ike ps in 1 Ko xxi 27, Hos. xi. 4, and wed in 2 S. xviii. 5, 
1 K. xxi. 27, Isa. viii. 6, Job xv. 11) most probably comes 
from Syanmx =5xvow, while 5a5 (cp. 15295, Isa. xli 2; 
soinb, Ex. iv. 25; youn, Judg. v. 15; also adn, 2 S. 
xvii. 27), TNdm (see on 1 S. xv. 9, and cp. Sym), and 
ody (cp. on “1, xiv. 14) come from Sxarr. 225 wr 
is traceable to 5s) rw. Thus we get—omitting the gloss 
‘Yerahme’el’ in its various forms, due to the ignorance of the 
scribes, and the synonym ‘Ishmael,—‘and I will move on 
slowly (aSmamx) to Asshur-Peniel (or Asshur-Lapan? see 
above), until I come to my lord, to Seir. Jacob proposes, 
perhaps, to deposit his family in safety, and then to pay 
a visit to Esau. He is only too glad to put off the visit 
till a more convenient time comes—if it ever will come! 

I may here offer two minor but not, I hope, uninterest- 
ing textual corrections. It has been noticed by Gunkel 
that v. 4 is overfull; he therefore supposes wpamm and 
Wipwn to be isolated fragments of E’s writing. The latter 
word, however, is shown by the six superlinear dots to be a 
suspicious reading.2 Several MSS. of @ do not recognise it. 
Obviously it is a miswritten and misplaced dittograph of 
yrinwn (see v. 3). As to ‘arm, it has hardly less certainly 
grown out of a miswritten apy.* Dillmann has already 
noticed that in xiv. 14, xlvi. 20, “falling on the neck: os 
followed immediately by ‘weeping. If that is not the case 
here, it is a sign that the text needs examination. 

Before proceeding to the very difficult Shechem-narra- 
tive, the name Sukkoth (v. 17) needs explanation. It can 
hardly have meant ‘ booths,’ but comes from no5p, zc. NSDwN 
(the feminine of Spwx, see on xiv. 13, and cp. on x. 14). 
Salekath was an important commercial centre (see on xx. 16, 
xxiii. 15 f, and below, on v. 19). It is possible—if our 

1 Gunkel’s paraphrase is too bold, nor is BDZ at all satisfactory. 
How can > mean ‘pace’? And ‘wx, ‘according to my gentleness’ ? 
And does the latter rendering suit the context? 

2 Lagarde (GGA, 1870, p. 1560) in a review of Olshausen’s emen- 
dations, praises this scholar for not excising 17pw», but admits that either 
‘wy or ‘ny, ‘which are suspiciously like one another,’ was not read by @. 


° Gunkel finds a sportive reference to Yabbok. But 2py is even 
nearer to ‘any than p2, and 2py’ and pa’ have a common origin. 
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restoration of v. 14 6 is correct—that Jacob meant Salekath 
(= Ashhur-Yerahme’el) in his reply to Esau’s invitation to 
accompany him; probable, too—if v. 17 and v. 18 repre- 
sent two parallel traditions,—that the same place is meant 
by Sukkoth (Salekath) in v. 17 and by whatever place-name 
we consider the narrator to have used in v. 18a. See 
further, on Dt. iii. 10, Lev. xxiii. 34, 40. 


JACOB'S PURCHASE OF LAND (GEN. XxxiIlL 18-20) 


JACOB arrives at Shechem (or rather Shalem), purchases 
a plot of ground, and erects a sacred stone. The passage 
forms the introduction to the Dinah-legend in chap. xxxiv. 
It is necessary, therefore, that the land should be acquired 
by Jacob. There is, however, some reason to think that 
the original tradition may have assigned the acquisition 
of it to Joseph, who was certainly buried there’ (Josh. 
SXIV.. +30). 

That Jacob arrived at Shechem ‘safe and sound’ is true 
enough (cp. xxviii. 21), but the ancients did not make such 
trivial remarks, And certainly, however the opening clause 
of v. 18 be understood, the construction is unusual, and may 
justly excite suspicion. May not—must not—obw, in spite 
of the large dissent of the moderns, be a place-name (so 
(5, vesh) Hus jer, but not Onk.) ? Brom our~ present 
point of view, two results, already attained, have to be 
remembered—(1) that in xii. 6 (revised text) Abram is said 
to have come ‘to Yerahme’el-Shakram’ (the exact form of 
the name may be left open); and (2) that odw (see on 
xxxiv. 21, xiv. 18), like oydw (see on Mic. v. 4), is likely to 


1 Meyer, of. czt. pp. 277, 288. 
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be a corruption of 5xynw.' Most probably, therefore, we 
should render, ‘and Jacob came to Shalem (= Ishmael), a 
city of Shechem (Shakram),” This Shalem must have been 
an important place, near to, if not even identical with, 
Sukkoth (Salekath). It was situated in Shakram, ze. the 
region called Ashhur-Aram (cp. on xii. 6, on xlvili. 22, and 
on pwot, xv. 2). To this was added from P, ‘which is in 
the land of Canaan’ (see on x. 6). The southern Canaan 
may, in fact, have been a part of the wide region called 
Ashhur. Cp. the remark in xii. 6, that ‘the Canaanites were 
then in the land.’ 

Then, in v. 19, what is the meaning of the phrase, 
’yocax Wort? Is it correct that ‘the aristocracy of the 
town (Judg. ix. 28) called themselves sons of Haméor,’ ze. ‘ of 
the he-ass’?? That the phrase ‘bené Hamér’ may have 
been sportively so explained is highly probable. So an 
important post-exilic Jewish clan was called the bené 
Par‘osh, ze. superficially viewed, ‘sons of Flea. Knowing, 
however, that om (1 Chr. ii. 44) is an abbreviation of om,’ 
can we hesitate to explain 1am (as well as Ass. Azmdru) * 
as =NON (cp. TON), ze. Seo? This means that one of 
the various branches of the Yerahme’elite race took as its 
name one of the many corruptions of ‘Yerahme’el. In 
xl viii. 22, instead of Hamér, we find mox7. Now nn, like 
‘ON, may ultimately come from ~Sxarm. Cp. Z. Bib, 
‘ Hamor,’ 

And why should p> ‘x be added? Here the scholars 
differ. Some say that a later hand must have inserted 
these words, because in the Dinah-legend (chap. xxxiv.) 
Hamér is the name of a person, not, as here, of a clan. 
Others, that ‘Ax here means ‘founder’ (cp. I Chr. ii. 21, etc., 
and especially Judg. ix. 28). This compels us to examine 
the passages in which .1» occurs in connexion with a clan- 


1 Wellhausen (CA, p. 316, note 1) arbitrarily changes obw into osv 
—‘ Jacob came to Shechem, the city of (the person) Shechem.’ In 
1906, Winckler suggests ‘Shalem the city of Shechem,’ z.e, Shalem is 
the earlier name of Shechem. A forced explanation ! 

2 Robertson Smith, Journ. of Philology, ix. 94. 

° Shema, Yorkeam, and Shammai are as obviously Yerahme’elite or 
Ishmaelite names. 

Nols, AY/SiL, Welby Woe, ja, BES 


JACOB'S PURCHASE OF LAND (GEN. XXXII. 18-20) 409 


name or a place-name, and our result is (see on iv. 20, 
Mette XXi 21, .jude, 1x. (28) that “ay in such casésehas 
come from 2¥,.720 21) (cp: on x. 24). Certainly ’t ’s is Ja 
gloss, but it has no harmonistic object. It stands for ’w ny, 
‘Arabia of Shechem (Shakram), which is a gloss describing 
where the tribe of the Hamérites dwelt. 

So the purchase of the plot of ground where Joseph 
was to be buried (Josh. xxiv. 32) was effected. And what 
was the price? The MT. says nwwp men. Here the old 
methods of criticism fail us. To make progress, we must 
follow the parallel of xxiii. 15 ££ (see note) and correct ND 
into 72m (‘a mine of’), if we should not take a further hint 
and read nin vanx, ‘four mine’ AMwp (also in Job 
xlii. 11 ;* Josh. xxiv. 32 is imitative) is traced-in &. Bib; 
col. 2659, to wna[9D]; 4 and w» confounded. But it is 
more probable that ’p, like mopp, is a corruption of nop. 
Thus the passage becomes, ‘And he bought. . . for a mina 
[or, for four minz] of Sakkath’ The mina of Salekath in the 
south was as much a standard as that of Karkemish in the 
north. Cp. on xx. 13. The traditional view of #esztah is 
at any rate very hazardous.’ 

V. 20 remains. With Wellh. (CH, p. 50, note 1) 
I read mayo (xxxv. 14, 20) for mun and mW for 1. This 
is) beeause of, ay); cp. also-the ‘great stone’ set up by 
Joshua (Josh. xxiv. 26) at Shechem. Otherwise min 
need not be wrong; cp. the Syrian inscription beginning 
Avi Bopo peyadro.’ And what was the name of the 
god and the stone, or the god-stone, in v. 20? Can we, 
in spite of B. Luther,‘ leave ‘w 75x Sx unquestioned ? 5x 
by the side of 75x and Sw (whether as a personal or a 
tribal name) are surely improbable.” Yahweh, indeed, could 
not be expected from the Elohist; here B. Luther is right. 
But is this enough to justify 5 by itself? Synw appears to 


1 Read [snx am 739] tnx nabo 232; two competing readings. 

2 | fear this will not please Mr. Cowley, who supports the traditional 
rendering of esitah, ‘lamb,’ by the word w22 in the Assuan papyri. 
This is the name of a coin worth ro shekels, explained by Mr. Cowley 
‘lamb-coin.’? But waa is, like ‘wp, a problem. 

3 Ed. Meyer, of. cé¢. pp. 113, 548. 

£ Totd. p. 295. 

8 & érexadécato tov Gedv lopandA, evading the difficulty. 
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me to be a gloss on 5Sxomm (in xxi. 33 disguised as odvw), 
‘orp may underlie 75x as well as ox. Thus we get 
[Sst] Seo 5x, ‘the God of Yerahme’el [of Israel]. 
Winckler arbitrarily substitutes mp 5x. It is noteworthy 
that in Judg. viii. 33, ix. 4 (MT.), the God of Shechem is 
called ‘ Baal-berith, underneath which probably lies the 
compound divine name ‘Yerahme’el ‘Arbith’ (see p. 18, 
note 4). 


THE FATE OF DINAF,. (GEN. XxxIv.) 


THE legend of Dinah is partly parallel to the legends 
of the fortunes of Sarah and Ribkah in Misrim and 
Gerar. In all three the purpose of Yahweh to guard 
the purity of the chosen family seemed in danger of 
being thwarted; in all three the attempt of those who 
opposed it was brought to nought. The Dinah-legend was 
evidently thought of much importance, both as a proof of 
the watchful care of Yahweh and because it had to do 
with Shechem, which was, in early times, at any rate for the 
tribes of Joseph, a great political centre. It was therefore 
handed down in two versions. Even an approximately 
final analysis of the section has not, however, been arrived at. 
At present many critics hold that in both versions of the 
story circumcision was a condition either of the marriage of 
Shechem and Dinah only, or of a general connubtum ; Ze. in 
the first case Shechem alone, and in the second all the male 
freemen of the city, consented to become like the sons of 
Jacob and be circumcised. Those, however, who hold this 
view are confronted by a serious difficulty. How can either 
J or E (whose work was welded together, and perhaps also 
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retouched, by a redactor) have represented Jacob and _ his 
sons as circumcised, if Ex. iv. 25 7. and Josh. v. 2 # really 
give a tradition of the introduction of circumcision among 
the bené Israel? It is not a satisfactory answer that there 
may have been two different traditions, one representing 
circumcision among the Israelites as pre-Mosaic, the other 
as post-Mosaic. It should also be pointed out that 
xlix. 5-7 (which is clearly connected with the Shechem- 
tradition) does not favour the view that circumcision had 
anything to do with this early tradition. The text of this 
poetic passage may indeed be partly corrupt, but one thing 
at least is certain—it does not refer to circumcision. And, 
if possible, still more certain is it that the famous saying of 
Jacob to Joseph in xlviii. 22 (see note) does not agree with 
either of the narratives which Wellhausen ' and others have 
sought to extract from the current text of chap. xxxiv. 

It is therefore unwise in the critics to be too confident 
that circumcision is referred to in the true text of chap. 
xxxiv. A needful preliminary is to re-examine the text, 
and in order to do this with much profit, we must more 
unreservedly adopt the point of view of comparative textual 
criticism. Now it so happens that, according to the MT., 
another of the sons of Jacob—besides Simeon and Levi—is 
accused of having violated the moral usages of their race, 
Wiz, Reuben (xxxv. 22) xlix. 3 7.). ' The passages willbe 
considered later, but I may venture to say here by anticipa- 
tion that the results of a thorough criticism excite a 
suspicion that the present form of the Shechem-narratives 
before us” may be partly due to early textual corruption, ze. 
that early redactors may have had corrupt texts to work upon, 
and produced rather surprising results. It is the mention 
of the circumcision of Shechem or the Shechemites, and all 
that is most closely connected with this, that I refer to here. 
Of course, the results of textual criticism outside Genesis 
must be of high subsidiary value. There are a number of 
passages in MT. relative to circumcision which may well be 
suspected of corruptness besides the passages in xxxv. 22 


1 CH (1889), ‘ Nachtrage.’ 
2 Assuming that J’s narrative really did include the requirement of 
circumcision as a condition of Shechem’s marriage with Dinah, 
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and xlix. 3 f, and I venture to maintain that by a keener 
textual criticism a more credible text can in each case be 
brought to light from underneath the corruption. 

The passages that I have now in my mind are—Ex, 
ivii26) Josh: vAeic 0, Judgimive:t3,. va PS; Spex 
KVile 26,36, SV 25 27 ESA DUS Ie ZO ill eA me 
Rid, Ps. cxvail, 10, Isa, iti, Jersix: 24 7; bezel xyes 
xxxi. 18, xxxii. 19-32, xliv. 7-9. Most of them have been 
treated by me elsewhere.' Still I may refer here (1) to Josh. 
v. 2, etc., where no sense can possibly be made of ny 
midqvn, whereas oxonn 3, ‘hill of the Arelites,’ gives an 
excellent..sense ;“Arelites’ = “Y exahme'elites’ ((ep. “oni j27. 
xxii 20). vAnd (2) to Judgsxive3, I Sy xiv, etc jarhere 
ony, ody are glosses on nwa, ornwdp, ze. ‘ Philistine(s)’ is 
explained as = Arelites ({o°j>0N), which is a popular 
abbreviation of ‘ Yerahme’elites’? (@Sxormn). Also (3) to 
Jer. ix. 24, where m5.yn Sin is incapable of a satisfactory 
explanation ;? 5yn (as in Dt. i. 1, iii. 29, iv. 46, etc.) comes 
from 5yanx or some other current distortion of Ssynw> or 
Senor, and moqyn from 5San~ (cp. on 5Sxanx, Hos. x. 14), 
7c. Sxom, which was inserted as a gloss on 51g or Some. 
Also (4) to Ps. exviii. 10, where the incomprehensible o>ox 
(‘I will circumcise them, ze. ‘all nations’) is certainly from 
obanrx = a dxorm, a gloss of the utmost value for exegesis. 
And lastly (5) to Ezek. xxviii. 8, 10, where ‘thou shalt die the 
deaths of those that are slain’ and ‘thou shalt die the deaths 
of the uncircumcised’ admit of no clear explanation, until 
we see that odny has come from oan ( =‘ Yerahme'elites P) 
and 5$n from Son =5xnrm (so in 2 S. i. 22, 1 K. xi. 155 
Ezek, xxxii. 21 ff); cp. on, 1 K. v. 11, and oxdan oma, 
‘Habulite or Hablite [Yerahme’elite] garments,’ Am. ii. 8 
felerredrtoren, XXV.i2'5. 

At this point it may be well to notice that Kuenen and 
Cornill have already suggested what, in their respective 
opinions, may have been the condition on which, in the 
original J-narrative, Shechem’s offer of marriage for Dinah 


’ 


1 See Critica Biblica, and cp. E. Bib., ‘ Moses,’ § 7. 

2 Cp. xox from >yonv in the much-disputed passage, 2 S. xxiii. 20. 

3 Neither N, Schmidt (Z. £2é., col. 2385) nor Cornill (Das Buch 
Jer. 1905) has any real light to throw on the passage. 
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was accepted by her family. According to the former,’ 
Jacob and his sons condone the injury done to Dinah in 
consideration of a heavy fine, upon which they consent to 
Shechem’s marriage with Dinah, which would really have 
been accomplished if Simeon and Levi had not intervened. 
According to the latter,’ the condition imposed by Simeon 
and Levi upon Shechem may have been the cession of a 
piece of ground near Shechem. That Jacob did acquire, 
with the due legal forms, a plot of land in this district, 
appears to have been an essential detail of the tradition (see 
XXxXill. 19, E), and accordingly the district of Shechem is 
prominently referred to in the early portion of the Joseph- 
story (XXxVil 12 yf: 

For my part, I am certainly of opinion that some 
condition must have entered into the original narrative of 
the negotiations about Dinah. It is clear from xxiv. 3 (J) 
and xxviii. 1 (P) that the patriarchs had a strong objection 
to intermarrying with the Canaanites, and the Shechemites 
(or Shakramites) were Canaanites. And the condition on 
which that objection was waived in the case of Dinah must 
have been something more serious than the payment of a 
fine or the cession of a piece of ground. It was not, however, 
the undergoing of circumcision. 

But it is now time to turn to textual details. Let us 
first of all repeat that ow is most probably a corruption of 
a compound name meaning Ashhur-aram. This fact (as I 
may now venture to call it),? in combination with the results 
of the criticism of Ex. iv. 25, etc. (see above), seems to give 
us the key to the very ‘peculiar’ phrase (Dillm.)—ww5 
my 5-1 (v. 14). Here, as often, 1x is mistaken for 
the relative 1x, and %> has come from the final 5x in 
names like Sxorm; mony, as in Ex. iv. 25, Jer. ix. 24, 
comes from some form of Sxorm. The speech of the sons 

1 See ‘Bijdragen,’ vi, in Zheol, Tijdschrift, 1880, pp. 257 f 
(especially p. 278). The essay is included in Budde’s German edition of 
Kuenen’s Abhandlungen. 

2 ¢Beitrage zur Pentateuchkritik,’ ZATW, 1891, p. 13. 

3 Note that in vv. 20, 24, ‘Shechem’ appears to be distinctly called 
‘Asshur-Aram’; also that in Judg. vii-ix. ‘Shechem’ is brought into 
close connexion with Yerubbaal (= Yerahme’el). See also on xxxiil. 18, 
xi. 6. 
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of Jacob in the original E may have been, ‘We cannot do 
this thing, that we give our sister to a man of Asshur- 
Yerahme’el” And it is likely that 5a (wv. 15, 17), adn 
(v. 22), and y5on (v. 24) have all sprung from a misread 
Sxor, which formed part of some omitted sentence. One 
of the early redactors (as Wellh. has seen, there were 
probably two) spun the whole story out of this and analogous 
corruptions. 

In vv. 20, 24, we again meet with ‘ Asshur-Yerahme’el’ 
(or, more strictly perhaps, with ‘Asshur-Aram’). ony yw 
might perhaps pass in v. 20, but in v. 24 Wy Iw wwer53 
will certainly not do. The phrase there is supposed to 
mean ‘all the citizens.’ Using our experience, however (see 
on xxiii. 10, 18), we may confidently read Do» wx supp, 
Ze. virtually, ‘all the councillors of Asshur- Yerahme’el? 
Similarly, in v. 20, oom ‘wx-Ss and ow [rawr] cwan-be. 
Cp. on xxiii. 10, xxxvi. 43. Note also ~n7,' ze. “mm, 
in v. 2; Hamor (= Yerahme’el) was an Ashhurite (G, ‘a 
Horite) > sS¢e-6n. xiv,)0, x<xxvi.e2,—22; 

A confirmation of this view may be given. In wv. 21 
) on owe interrupts the connexion. We cannot help 
connecting 12nN with 1m; this indeed is supported by 
Sam., @, Pesh? But on orndu, if it means ‘are peaceable,’ 
cannot dispense with }2mN or jam». But is ‘peaceable’ a 
possible rendering? and how can we venture to insert a 
second y2MN?~ Above all, note that obw in xxxiii. 18 is a 
corruption of Sypnun. Surely it is so here; read certainly 
on odxvon, ‘they were Ishmaelites, * a gloss on the corrupt 
phrase ory wien (v. 20). Thus vv. 20 f (the sequel of 
v. 18) become, ‘And Hamor came to Asshur-Aram, and 
spoke with the men of [Asshur]-Aram, saying, Let these 
men dwell with us in the land, etc’ V.22 appears to be a 
redactional insertion, in the interest of the circumcision- 
theory. 

Another confirmation. In the opening words of v. 27 


| Ed. Meyer (p. 331) comes to the right conclusion, but with poor 
arguments. 

2 Geiger, Ball, and Gunkel agree. 

3 Geiger (Urschrifé, p. 76) and Winckler (AO xxi, 442) propose 
‘Salemites,’ taking obv, xxxiii. 18, as the name of a city. 
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oddnn, as Gunkel remarks, makes no_ sense. If the 
Shechemites were already slain, why do the brothers fall 
upon them? Gunkel would read ovdiq ‘ the sick,’ regarding 
this as parallel to oAND in v. 25. But, as we have seen, 
SSn most probably comes from Son = 5x, and as for 
DAN. on. in v. 25,9 is surely a redactional substitute 
for pw. (cp. Judg. viii. 11, xviii. 27), made in the interest 
of a theory (similarly Winckler, AOF xxi. 442). Vv. 25-27 
will thus contain a statement that on the third day (¢e. after 
a short interval; see Judg. xx. 30) the sons of Jacob took 
their swords, and fell upon the unsuspecting Yerahme’elites, 
and spoiled the city. The sense is greatly improved. 

What, then, is the kernel of the story? It is an episode 
in the Israelitish conquest of a portion of the Arabian 
border-land. A small Israelite clan called ‘Dinah’ is in 
danger of being absorbed by the Canaanite majority in 
Asshur-Aram (Shakram, Shechem), a city which was at once 
in the ‘land of Canaan’ and in Asshur-Yerahme’el, for the 
latter phrase was used widely, and so could include the 
smaller region called Canaan. Other clans (Simeon and 
Levi), nearly related to Dinah, seek to prevent this, and, 
probably at dawn, fall upon and massacre the freemen of 
the city. They have made good their entrance by craft, for 
they have given their assent, upon a specified condition, to the 
fusion of the two races, and no watch is kept against them. 
After they have fallen, the Canaanites of the neighbour- 
hood gather their warriors, and so nearly destroy Simeon 
and Levi that these clans only continue to exist in scattered 
fragments. The latter statement is not merely an inference 
from v. 30. Chap. xlix. 5-7 (see revised text) shows that a 
severe vengeance—according to tradition—was taken upon 
the two Hebrew clans, and that the other Israelite clans 
recognised its justice. See further, on xlviii.22. In justice 
to other views I will add that Stucken (Astralmythen, pp. 
76, 144 with notes) compares Dinah to Helena, Simeon and 
Levi to the Dioscuri. This is plausible ; but what follows? 
The mythological key only opens a few of the locks of 
Genesis, and I can see no sign of its doing so either here or 
in xlix, 5-7. Also. that, according to Hd. Meyer, the 
‘“Canaanites and Perizzites’ did not combine to take 
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vengeance on Jacob’s family (v. 30) or at least on Simeon 
and Levi; xlix., as he thinks, refers not to the remote past 
but to the future, ze. to the writer’s own period. He regards 
the story as the legendary reflex of the events related 
historically in Judg. ix. (Dze [sraeliten, pp. 419, 422). 


THEOPHANIES; DEATHS OF DEBORA AN? 
RACHEL (GEN. XxXxv.) 


COMPOSITE and ill-arranged. Jacob passes on to Bethel, 
where he builds an altar, and gives it a name (see below). 
We also hear that Deborah died, and was buried; and 
then that Jacob had another theophany, and called the 
name of the place Bethel. The notice which now appears 
in v. 13, of Jacob’s erection of a masscbah, and of his drink- 
offering, is no longer in its original setting. As Cornill 
has shown,! it originally came after the account of the death 
of Deborah ; we must, however, omit the words immediately 
following 71x APY AX, which are a redactional insertion. 

What we have to treat of now is (1) the true form of 
the name which appears as El-Bethel (v. 7), and (2) the 
statement respecting Deborah (v. 8). (1) As to El-Bethel, 
the real difficulty is, not that which seems to have struck @ 
as such, but the absence of a proper name prefixed to the 
title El-Bethel. In xxxi. 13 we have had to correct MTs 
Sama Sem into 2 5x Sxorm. It is not improbable that 
underneath oypn in v. 7 @ lies the original reading ‘arm 95. 
That nypa sometimes comes from ‘om (cp. ayap, op) is 
clear from xii. 6, etc. (see ad loc.). Thus we get, ‘And there 
he built an altar, and called it Yerahme’el, God of Bethel’ 
(Cp. ON x exXills 20). 


1 ZATW, 1891, pp. 16-19. So too Gunkel, p. 336. 
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Next, who was the person here called ‘Deborah’? Was 
she really the nurse of Ribkah? But is it likely that the 
name of a nurse should have been preserved? J, in xxiv. 59, 
simply speaks of ‘her nurse.” And can we imagine that a 
nurse would have done anything that legend-makers would 
have deemed of importance? For, whoever the dead woman 
was, she must traditionally have been a somewhat con- 
spicuous figure in her life. How strange, too, that this 
nurse should have been present in Jacob’s train, and that 
the whole Jacob-tribe should have made a ceremonial 
mourning over her! Lastly, how comes it that the allon- 
tree was not called ‘the allon of Deborah’ (cp. Judg. iv. 5)? 
Can the text be correct ? 

The problem is a very difficult one. Let us first of all 
consider the name ‘ Allon-bakith.” ‘Tree of weeping’ is 
obviously wrong ; ny). must be an error. There would be 
nothing to surprise us in this; the names of sacred trees 
(x, 75x) are often, corrupt. (see.¢.9. .On. xil. 6, xii. 18, 
Nudes. 11, 1x5 37, 1.9. x. 3). sound. method séemsito 
require that we should look for some passages which, besides 
referring to Bethel, contain some name or names which 
admit of being compared with Allon-bakith. There are 
two such passages. One is Judg. ii. I a, 5 6, where a divine 
Being is said to have come up from Gilgal to Bochim 
(oD 2[71]), where sacrifices were offered to Yahweh. Evidently 
‘ Bochim’ is equivalent to ‘ Bethel, and the form may perhaps 
best be accounted for as an irregular contraction of om22' 
Gomtne clan, beker,psee) xlyi.i21,2.S..xx, 1). The others 
1 S. x. 3, where a spot called 72m pw is spoken of as not 
far from Bethel; Luc. gives ris Spuds tis éxdextijs, 2e. 
shin} por. From these we may safely gather that such a 
place-name as Bikrath or Bekorath (cp. 1 S. ix. I) or 
Bahirath is to be expected near Bethel. The original name 
of the tree was therefore, probably, not Allon-bakuth, but 
Allon-Bikrath, for which an alternative form may have been 
Allon-Ribkath, ze. Tree of Ribkath (Rebekah). 

Next, as to Deborah. In Judg. iv. 4 f we find a 
prophetess and ‘judge’ called Deborah,’ who dwells under 

1 Cp. a3 for o31 (2 S, xx. 14), and jxs and jys from pyas (xxxvil. 2). 

2 On the name ‘ Deborah’ in Judg. iv. 4, see Crit. Bzd. p. 450. 
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the palm-tree (?) of Deborah, between Ramah and Bethel. 
That this Deborah can have no place in a patriarchal 
narrative is clear. It is quite possible, however, that a 
reference to this personage may have been interpolated by 
a gloss-maker into a passage which, properly speaking, 
referred only to Ribkah. The difficulty arising out of 
npm is not insuperable. That the tradition really gave 
the name Deborah to Ribkah’s nurse is most improbable 
(see above); can the reading mpi be correct? For my 
part, I think not. It has probably arisen by transposition 
of letters from n2ap, which would be, according to analogy, 
a corrupt form! of mdxnr. ‘Deborah (a2), Yerah- 
me’elitess, is possibly an alternative reading to ‘ Ribkah’ 
(mp2). The Deborah referred to is the prophetess, who, 
like other prophets, was of Yerahme’elite origin.? The 
glossator knew this, and stated it clearly. Later on, the 
gloss found its way into the text; a corruptly written 
miomy became npin, and ultimately, by an ingenious and 
easy transposition of letters, npn. Deborah—the tra- 
ditional heroine of another age—became the contemporary 
of Jacob, and the humble but honoured dependent of Jacob’s 
mother, Ribkah. That the statement in v. 8 (with which 
v. 14 must be connected) is misplaced, is obvious. The 
death of Ribkah must originally have stood in some other 
context which is now lost. Her grave was placed at Bethel, 
because of the place-name Allon-Ribkath (originally Allon- 
Bikrath).? Probably, with Winckler, we should read ‘she 
was buried under the ’a//on in Bethel.” The libation in 
v. 14, which (apart from R’s insertions) refers to Deborah’s 
grave, is probably meant as consisting of wine, and as a 
refreshment for the dead. The reference to the oil was 
suggested to R by xxviii. 18 (Cornill).* 

Verses 16-20 record the death of Jacob’s favourite wife, 

Cp. ayip’, aynp». 

See £. 520., ‘Prophet,’ §§ 9, 35, 43, etc. 

For another view see £. £7d., col., 1102, note 1; also col. 594 
(‘Bochim’), overlooked by Ed. Meyer (p. 273), who can even see in 
the name ‘Deborah’ a vestige of animal-worship. Against this see 
Crit. Bib. on Judg. iv. 4 f 


* Against Cornill’s view of v. 14, see Griineisen, Der Ahnenkultus, 
p. 128 f 


1 
2 
2 
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Rachel. V.16 in the A.V. reads smoothly enough—‘ and 
there was but a little way to come to Ephrath” The 
margin, however, warns us that the translators were uncertain 
about pax m7nd, for it records the rendering, ‘a little piece 
of ground, Certainly it is, as Driver remarks, ‘a peculiar 
expression. According to BDB the word mia means ‘a 
distance of land, or length of way,’ which is illustrated by 
Assyrian zbrdtz, ‘a (widely extended) territory, or quarter 
of the world’ From this Winckler’ derives the supposed 
meaning, ‘border,’ ‘frontier. But how this is possible I 
cannot see (see Muss Arnolt’s Ass. Dict. s.v.). The phrase 
pax ’) is found in 2 K. v. 19, and the two passages must be 
taken together. It is important to notice that the back- 
ground of both stories may be, and probably is, N. Arabian, 
and that in both passages a regional name is not impossible. 
What, then, is the regional name out of which m1) may 
have arisen? Our choice lies between 722 (see above, on 
v.86) and mam. To the latter word we have already 
traced the obscure regional name np) (see on x. 14), which 
is not far off from mia. It should also be noticed (a) that 
pax and pow are little less peculiar than m3; (4) that 
there are cases in which pox has probably arisen out of a 
misunderstood "x (onN) or “vy (ay); (¢) that in x. 11 
+y nami has come from wy", ‘Arabian Rehoboth’; and 
(2) that 7 has sometimes arisen out of nim. The result 
is that SN ’29 Ty WM has most probably come from sim 
ay MAM Ny, ‘that is, Arabia; Arabian Rehoboth, a gloss 
indicating the region where the place here called oyna lay. 
Omitting this, the narrative runs thus, ‘And they moved 
camp from Bethel, in order to come to Ephrath, and 
Rachel,’ etc. 

Consistency, when it can be had, is pleasing, and cer- 
tainly the redactor is consistent when he inserts, most prob- 
ably as a second gloss on 7NDX, AT Jy, which (see on 
xix. 37 f.) probably comes from jp Ay, ‘ Yamanite Arabia.’ 
The first gloss is ond m. sim, ‘that is Beth-lehem,’ ze. 


1 AOF, 3rd ser., ill. 444. 

2 On 2 K. v. see Crit. Bid. Cp. also &. Bzb., ‘Naaman,’ and 
‘Rachel’s Sepulchre,’ articles which pointed the way without being com- 
pletely accurate. 
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‘Beth-Yerahme’el.’' Both glosses got into the text, the 
one in v. 19 (end), the other, unfortunately, at the end 
of vw. 20, 

Before Rachel’s death, tradition stated (v. 18) that she 
gave birth to a son variously called Ben-oni and Binyamin. 
The former is supposed to mean ‘son of my sorrow’ (so @) ; 
the latter, ‘son of the right hand’ (ze. of good fortune). Cp. 
the Finnish epic (Kalevala, by Crawford, Rune l.), 


When the mother named him, Flower, 
Others named him, Son-of-sorrow. 


Tradition, however, was not quite consistent ; Zest. 272. Patr. 
presupposes for ‘Binyamin’ the meaning, ‘son of days, ze. 
‘of old age’? A more plausible explanation is ‘southern 
son, a collective term for the people of the southern portion 
of Amurru® (Palestine, Phoenicia, and Ccele-Syria), or 
perhaps of the highland district called Ephraim. For the 
former view, Winckler compares Sxnty (Sam/al, at the foot 
of the Amanus mountains); for the latter, H. W. Hogg 
refers to the name pwx (Safon), applied to a district of 
Gilead, and to the Edomite district joon (Téman). We can 
hardly doubt, however, that pm is really not=the south, 
but a modification of jm (see on xlvi. 10), and that Sxnw is 
a corruption of Sxynwm, pax of pyay = ‘ow (see on xxxvi. 2), 
and jon of jom=‘nw. Similarly, Oni in Ben-oni is a 
regional name; perhaps ‘Oni’ should rather be ‘Ono’ (see 
Neh. vi. 2, vii. 37). On, Ono, Onam, Onan are character- 
istically N. Arabian names; see on xxxviii. 4, xli. 45, Ex. 
imiigejosh.. vil..2, Ezeks xxx 17, GhHlosMives 15) (Neh 
The centre of the original Benjamite district may have been 
called On, and certainly the leading racial element in 
Benjamite was Yerahme’elite. 

As to ‘Ephrathah, that is, Bethlehem’ (v. 19), it may be 
added that Ephrathah may have been the district in which 
this Beth-Yerahme’el (there were other places of this name) 


1 Both ‘Ephrath’ and ‘Beth-lehem’ are primarily N. Arabian 
names. Other places also came to be so designated. But cp. Ed. 
Meyer, p. 273 (for the prevalent view). 

+OBenI i eSee ey. 320., COlusodnunotenn: 

3 KAT®), p. 180. PIB TE DS (Coll, 3. y4\, 
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was situated. See also 1 Chr. ii. 19, 24, 50, iv. 4, and cp. 
Cit. Bib. p. 202; foot. 

In xxxv. 21-22 a J reports what Gunkel calls ‘ Reuben’s 
shameful deed.’ Once, this scholar thinks, the narrative 
must have gone further. Now, it breaks off in the middle. 
‘God forbid, thinks the narrator, ‘that I should even commit 
such dreadful things to writing’ Is this really so? Of 
course, ‘and (when) Israel heard of it’ requires to be followed 
by the words of blame which he must have uttered zf yow™ 
Ss is correct, and zf this account of ‘ Reuben’s shameful 
deed’ can be depended upon. But the truth is that textual 
corruption and a redactor’s ill-placed acuteness have com- 
bined to produce the result now before us, a result which has 
so shocked the moderns that they have tried to explain it 
away archzologically.’ 

The received text (reserving v. 21) needs to be corrected 
as follows—-nx way ps IO sa psd ‘om pwr ca 
[San Syn ny] wa, ‘ And it came to pass, when Ishmael 
dwelt in that land, that Reuben went and subdued Bilshan 
[gloss, Arabia of Israel] Here ‘Ishmael’ is transferred 
from the end of the verse, where 5xypw underlies pow, and 
originally stood side by side with the alternative but inferior 
reading, Sxtw. wid for aw needs no defence. mda and 
wasp have the same origin, viz. }wan, z.e. Arab-Ishmael, see 
Byra i 2 (cp. on Ex. xxxi. 2, Josh. vil. 21, and on’ 2D, 
pee O nor Vy ssce On Pas, <lix. 4; ““Bilshan” (2.2 
Ishmaelite Arabia) was the name of a district which the 
tribe of Reuben conquered, very possibly under circum- 
stances shocking to the moral sense of a later age. 

Let us now turn back to v. 21. wWy-St2n5 aNd is 
doubtless obscure, but the gloom lightens when we remember 
that mNom and mNdmm almost constantly represent Seam 
(see on xix. 9, I S. x. 3, etc.), and that a misunderstood 
‘94% (= .vTTN) may easily have been misread as Ty. Sand 
may perhaps have come from a dittographed Seomy. In 
this case the statement simply is that ‘Israel moved camp, 
and pitched his tent in Yerahme’el of Edrei’ At any rate, 


1 @, however, adds r>y2 yn. 
2 See W. R. Smith, Kznzshzp”), pp. 108 % ; Journ. of Phil. ix. 86, 
note 2; Ulmer, Dze semit. Eigennamen, p. 10. 
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‘Edrei’ must be right. In Dt. i. 4 (see note) and elsewhere 
it appears as a place of importance in ‘Bashan, a name 
which has come from ‘ Abshan,’ ze.‘ Arab-Ishmael. It is 
possible that ‘Edrei’ could also be described as being in 
‘ Bilshan’ (see above). 

This land, we now see, was forcibly taken by Reuben 
(cp. Num. xxxii. 37) from the Ishmaelites or Yerahme’elites 
who originally dwelt there. The story may have been 
inserted as a parallel to that in chap. xxxiv.; possibly it is 
incomplete. Cp. on xlix. 3 f The remainder of chap. 
xxxv. hardly requires any special commentary here. 


GENEALOGY OF ESAU (GEN. XxXVI. I-30) 


WE have discussed the name of Esau (see on xxv. 25), 
also his early fortunes ; we now proceed to his genealogy. 
0.2, 324, give the: mames of “his three) wives umecs 
‘Adah’ see on iv. I9, and for ‘Basemath, on xxvi. 34. 
‘Oholibamah’ has been much misunderstood. It is quite 
right to compare the Phcenician Syadnr, qondmx, and 
S. Arabian 5x5nx, anmyda, but this, of course, does not 
show that the name, together with its Hebrew parallels, 
aywdor, moos, ordox, Sox, has anything to do with 
Sak, ‘tent,’ though BDB actually gives ‘tent of the 
high place,’ and similar meanings for the parallel names. 
A more special inquiry into the meanings of 57 and 5m in 
combination with >, x, and » will reveal the secret of ‘ Oholi- 
bamah’ and the like, by which Ed. Meyer (p. 339) confesses 
himself baffled. The truth is that 5qx in proper names, and 
now and then in narratives where at first sight it seems to 
mean ‘tent’ (eg. iv. 20; cp. also on xiii. 12, Si), is a 
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popular abbreviation (analogous to ox) of Sxarm. It is so 
too with 5m or 5n, 5mm or Sm, in the proper names 5x55m, 
1 Chr. iv. 16, 2 Chr. xxix. 12; °Smx, 1 Chr. ii. 21 exile be 
mdm, 1 Chr. iv. 5 (wife of Ashhur); 5x5rm, xlvi. 14 (see 
note), and the presumed adverb mdm (see above, on 
XXXV. 21). 72, however, is surely impossible. Either 2 
should be 4, or mon (if we may read thus) has come from 
mown. From v. 41 it seems that the name underlying 
Oholibamah isa clan-name. ay and phy are variants ; see 
on wv..20, -24...° Hivite’ should: be < Horite. or.’ Ashhurite ” 
(xxxiv. 2)—1pbx (Eliphaz) in v. 4 is familiar to us from 
Job (ii. 11, etc.). How shall we explain it? ‘My God is 
pure gold’ is uncritical and sounds irreligious (Job xxxi. 24). 
May it not have come from adn (Ex. vi. 22, Num. iii. 30) ? 
A son of Eliphaz is called yx (v. 11), which is a shortened 
form of py. This name, equally with pax (v. 2, etc.), 
comes from }iynw =5xyom. Different branches of Ishmael 
or Yerahme’el may bear names which, critically viewed, have 
the same origin. For 5Ssiv see on xvi. 13 (El-roi), Ex. 
ii. 18.—wy (vv. 5, 14) or wi, Kr. (so, too, Kt. v. 18), has 
been held to be ‘the phonetical equivalent of the Ar. 
lion-god Yaghuth, the protector.* It must, however, be 
grouped with wyy (1 Chr. vii. 8), and probably qwy. In all 
these names wy may come from Wy = TDN. nby> is surely 
neither ‘ibex’? (W. R. Sm.) nor ‘he who knows,’ ze. the sun 
(Winckler). Like 5y> and ynby it comes from Sxyow.—mp 
seems to have been a widely-spread clan-name. It reminds 
oneno! pip, Juds.. viii<1t0;) »prp, Josh..xv..35 also..of 
ompitja (Neh. iii. 8), which doubtless comes from anv~ja1. 
mmp in Mesha’s inscription (4 21) may have the same 
origin; it was perhaps the acropolis which contained a 
temple of the supreme god Yerahme’el, also called Kemosh 
(= Ashhur-Ishmael). See Cvzt. Bzb. pp. 328, 358). Thus 
mp is probably an expansion of a fragment of orm.’ 

Vv. 9-14. The sons of Esau. How, one asks, can 


1 Journ. of Phil. ix. 91. But cp. Lagarde, Aztéec/. 11. 775; also 
Winckler, AOF xxi. 446. 

2 See Gray, HPN, p. 90, note 5. Besides, the ethnic connexion 
is plain. 

3 Cp. Psalms”, vol. i. p. xlv. 
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Esau, in vv. 9, 43, become the ‘father of Edom’?  Else- 
where (vv. 1, 8, 19, cp. xxv. 30) Edom is but another name 
of Esau. Ulmer! suggests that In in v. 43 may have 
arisen out of yw. Most probably, however, "1x, as so often, 
has come from 71x, ze. 2. In both verses there is a gloss, 
though only in vw. 43 is it introduced by nw. In v. Q it is 
‘Arab-edom, a gloss on ‘Esau’; in v. 43, ‘that is, Esau 
Arab-edom, a gloss on ‘Edom’—In v. 11, jon hardly 
means ‘southern’; indeed, it is not clear that such an 
epithet would be correct (see Z. Bzb.,‘Teman’). Rather, it 
comes’ from jan\= joy ae. “Ishmael? “Cp Jer, alixa yrs 
wisdom no more in Teman’? Yerahme’el or Ishmael was 
famous for wisdom (1 K. iv. 31). Cp. also the suggestive 
name Timnath-serah, where ‘Serah’ certainly comes from 
‘ Ashhur’—rw (like ovy, v. 43) comes from Synr; note 
the remark on Yerahme’elite branches, above.-— py. See on 
‘Eliphaz, v. 4. But @ reads 7px (so in v. 15, and in 
1 Chr. i. 36; cp. Job ii. 11)—omy2. Perhaps from nny). 
Cp. ‘Sophar the Naamathite, Job ii, 11.—12p. See 
Cooke, p. 144 7; yow2> probably from jyor mp, Kenaz- 
Yerahme’el. 

“Timna’® (55M), in v. 12, like’ pip. @. 22); WIOMy ane 
720°, all probably have the same origin as jmn (see on v. 11). 
See E. &zb., ‘Timna, and cp. Gunkel. 

Vv. 15-19. List of the chieftains (@ syeuoves) of the 
sons of Esau. “nimy (@. 17); perhaps from mn @ 23) 
But cp. om2.—rm, like pon, probably from -mws (see on 
XXXVIll. 30).—T7NwW, z2¢e Mow (see on 1 S. xvi. g)—mn 
(note; potas). ~Cp. Td, 1 Chr vil 5, which, like opine 
ii. 20, comes from pow or Sxypw. It may, indeed, be an 
inferior variant to mow. (The need of a keener criticism is 
very apparent in Gunkel’s note.) pony is a popular cor- 
ruption of 5san; cp. Meluhha = N.W. Arabia. 

Vv. 20-30. Two lists of clans of Horites. The latter 
are not cave-dwellers,’ but Ashhurites). Dt. ii. 12, 22 (see 
note) contains mistaken archeology ; Esau himself, as we 


1 Die semit. Eigennamen, i. 24, note 2. 

2 *Cave-dwellers’ would not be distinctive enough. Caves were 
abundant in hilly regions (cp. Macalister, Sidelights from the Mound of 
Geszer (1906). The Horite names are N. Arabian. 
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have seen, was an Ashhurite. Another corruption of Ashhur 
is Seir.. How could Seir be a Horite if the Horites were 
an aboriginal race, unless, indeed, we suppose that ‘Seir’ 
first of all meant an aboriginal race, and then came to mean 
Esau, for certainly xxvii. 11 (see note) originally ran ‘my 
brother is Seir’? And even apart from this, the opening 
names show conclusively that the list is Yerahme’elite. 
Take, first, Lotan. The origin of Lot (whence Lotan) may 
be uncertain (see on xi. 27), but Lot was certainly the 
kinsman of the hero of Arab-Aram or Arab-Rekem, known 
to us as Abraham. Next, Shobal. Robertson Smith, it is 
true, took this to mean ‘young lion.” But even if there 
were no other objection to this theory,’ the occurrence of 
Shobal in 1 Chr. ii. 50 among distinctly Yerahme’elite 
names would be enough to prove my thesis. In fact, Sayw 
like Syyaw, 1 Chr. xxiii. 16, comes from Sxynw. Lastly, 
Pas (Sibeon), which Robertson Smith explained, from 
Arabic as usual, as ‘hyzna, is really to be grouped with 
NY, DY [O]NAY, Avy, and Sa, and Sin. wy, all of which 
are surely corrupt fragments of Oxo. 

It is true the MT. adds poxm -aw (which Gunkel renders 
‘die Ureinwohner’), and @ agrees, except that it reads 10», 
and connects it with ~mm. But with the evidence before us 
that at (like wa and pn) is not seldom a corruption of 
Sevow 4 (‘aw = Sy2m), we cannot feel sure that the reading 
Oren lis correct +Suitice it to- refer to” 2%5; vi-6 andiirS. 
xxvii. 8. In the former passage we find paxt awy 027, 
angeso int. Chr xi,74, Nowhere ‘else, however, are. the 
Jebusites so called, and if ‘ Jebusites’ was the name specially 
borne by the pre-Israelite dwellers in Jerusalem, it would be 
incorrect to speak of them as ‘the inhabitants of the land’ ; 
in Josh. xv. 63 the only right explanatory phrase is used— 
‘the inhabitants of Jerusalem. The best solution of this 
problem is that aw» has come from ‘aw (ze. Sym), which 


1 See on xxv. 25. The corruption is, of course, a very ancient one 
(cp. on Dt. xxxiiil, 2). Rameses III., in the Harris Papyrus (Brugsch, 
p- 203; W. M. Miller, pp. 135 7, cp. p. 240), claims to have ‘ destroyed 
the Saira among the tribes of the Shasu.’ According to Miiller, the 
Saira are the same as the Horites. Cp. &. 4zd., col. 1182, note 2. 

2 Journ. of Phil. ix. 90. IAC io, (Cin ely joy 9). 

4 Cp, &. Bib., ‘Zibeon.’ 
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was given as a variant to ‘D2, and that paz is a redactional 
insertion, which arose through a misunderstanding. 

In 1 S. xxvii, 8 the same problem, emerges; ine 
traditional text has odwn vwse parm maw m7 7, which 
Wellhausen, Driver, and Budde render, ‘for these are the 
populations (cp. the prophetic maw) that inhabited the 
land.” A reference to Gen. xxv. 18, however, will show 
that myaw is a corruption of Syaw! (Ze. Sxyaw), while, as & 
suggests, 727 is Aznneh, ‘behold.’ See Creat. B20. 

In the present passage (v. 20) the solution of the prob- 
lem must be a similar one. 2 must represent ‘nw, Ze. 
Syynw, whichisia glossson .177° (cp..8) Chr.sttiaty “Eine 
Calebite). porn, as in 2 S. v. 6, is a redactional insertion. 

‘Zibeon’ and ‘ Anah’ are closely connected in wv. 2 (25), 
21, 24. my is obscure;” but cp. Ben-ana, Am. Tab. 125, 
37. See on v. 24.—Dishon, Dishan*® should probably be 
Rishon, Rishan, ze. } wx, WR; cp. on ‘Rosh, xlvi. 21, 
Ezek. xxxviii. 2 f, and on ‘Sirion, Dt. iii. 9. See also 
&. Bib, ‘Dishon, ‘Uz’ (middle paragraph).—rvxx. Cp. 
qeniw (1 Chr. iii, 18), the first part of which represents jaw», 
2.2. Sxyow (cp. on INI, xiv. 2). Wx, therefore, is a portion 
of the great Ishmaelite family. The name may also enter 
into the disputed ax) (C727. Bb. p. 395).—In v. 22 
ony (in Chr. oni) should perhaps be jn (so G, Vg. in 
Gen.), which may come from yo NN (ze. Ashhur-Yaman), 
Num. xiii. 22, etc.—In v. 23, for Alwan, see on xiv. 18.— 
nmin, for euphony, from noon, ze. yon[] with feminine 
ending, like ndmo from Son[y]}. Cp. nmap, Judg. xx. 43; 
mimi, 1 Chr. ii. 52; and &. Bzé., ‘Manahethites’; see also 
on ‘Mahanaim,’ xxxii. 3—Sry; see on Dt. xi. 29.—pw (in 
Chr. .pw), like purp (ii. 11) and jaw (2 K. xxii. 12), from 
jow (1 Chr. viii. 22), a corruption of jow =Sxynm.—aonnr ; 
see on‘ Ben-oni, xxxv. 18. 

We come now to the bené Sibe‘on (v. 24). ix is 
thought to mean ‘kite’* (Lev. xi. 14, etc.). But thus far 
the supposed animal names have proved illusory. The word 


1 Note how often nx and 5x are confounded (e.g. in Judg. xix. 18), 
2 The Arabists explain ‘wild ass’ (W. R. Smith, p. go). 
3 A sort of antelope, say some (zézd.). 
4 Ibid.; E. Bib., * Aiah. 
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(to which MT. prefixes }) is probably imperfect. And what 
shall we say of the Midrash-like notice given by MT.? 
Shall we, with Gunkel, adhere to it, with the exception of 
the o0%7, which baffles the utmost ingenuity? Surely not. 
For 7p (in v. 24 at any rate) we should possibly read Onan 
or Ainan.’ This, however, is a trifle. The main point is 
that, where MT. has on, @ has tov Iapew [Luc. Eaper], 
z.é. Oo, while Onk. presupposes ovy>NT, which, as we have 
seen on xiv. 6, represents and ultimately comes from 
oSxorm. As a gloss on pow (?o 20%), a scribe or 
corrector inserted oyoemmns, ‘the Hamorites’ (a branch of 
the: Yerahme elites, see on xXxXxill, Gio). Por inyid, 91702 
read perhaps nywi ‘1 (cp. ‘ Beeroth bené Yaakan,’ a wilder- 
ness station, Dt. x. 6). xx is suspicious. Thus we get, 
‘this is the Anah who * the Yemanites (Hamorites) in the 
wilderness of Beeroth for his father Sibeon.’ Some important 
event in the history of the N. Arabian tribes is thus briefly 
and inadequately reported. The form of the present text is 
influenced by the story in 1 S. ix. 3 7 

In v. 25 ‘Oholibamah’ appears as a man; ‘bath ‘Anah’ 
is an incorrect gloss. Why not, indeed? Clans are 
sometimes personified as males, sometimes as females——In 
v. 26 }TaM suggests a pretty problem. Ndldeke explains 
it as ‘desirable, from Ar. hamddn (E. Bib, ‘Names, § 77). 
But must not the original meaning have been different? 
jon (Gray, HPN 64) would not be a compound with on, 
‘father-in-law, but with a fragment of omy, while ;7 would 
be, not a divine title, but a tribal name.” The name would 
thus be=y7-72m»% (see footnote on xxxii. 3), and mean 
‘Danite Yerahme’el’; cp. jax, ‘Danite Arabia’ (see on 
Num. i. 11). But Chr. gives joon, which would come 
from jor, a modification of Sxory.—Another interesting 
name is jit, which Néldeke® finds as obscure as Ahban 
and Ahiman, but which, from the new point of view, is clear 
enough. 2 (as in prop. name 122) comes from jp, ze. }O"; Wx, 


1 See the @ readings in Z. 22b., ‘Anak.’ Luc. favours reading 
py for my throughout. 

2 Hommel, however (AAT, p. 322), connects the element amz 
with the Minzean Zamaya, ‘to protect.’ 

3 E&. Brib., ‘Names,’ § 45. 
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from we; M8 and ‘MK from Tmwx.—yIM; see on ym, Ex. 
iii. 1.77) may be from pv (see on Num. i. 13).—V. 27, 
mda; see on mma, xxix. 29.—pyt perhaps =jayk (Josh. 
xix. 33, plur.), ze. yz, which comes, through pyaly, from 
Syyow, with final } as in sap in Chr. jpy. See on 
Num. xxxiii. 31 f—V. 28, pry; see on x. 23, where it is 
an Arammite or Yerahme’elite name—yw is not ‘ibex’? 
(Syr, arnd), but like pox, IN, and py (in 4 py), probably 
comes from ypyn, a modification of Sxpmm. Similarly jas in 
1 Chr. ii. 25 (@ apav, apay). The theory of primitive 
totemism cannot rightly be supported from the names we 
have been treating here. 


LIST OF °*THE "KINGS OF ARAM 
(SENT XXXVI, 3-30) 


Is this really a list of the kings of Edom? And does 
the writer really wish to impress upon us that the 
land of Edom had kings before any king reigned over 
the Israelites? The latter question must be answered 
first, and with a view to this the second part of uv. 31 
must be criticised. Surely it is wot likely that he had 
any interest in dwelling on the earlier social development 
of another people. A somewhat similar notice in Num. 
xiii. 22, where Hebron is, according to most, made inferior 
in antiquity to the Egyptian Zoan, will prove, on a closer 
inspection, to say something altogether different.2 More- 


1 W. R. Smith, Journ. of Phil. ix. 90; Noldeke, Z. Bzb., ‘ Names,’ 
§ 68. 
> 

2 Is the text as it stands at all natural? How does it help the 
comprehension of the narrative? What we expect is surely a 
topographical, not an archzeological, indication. 
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over, from a grammatical point of view, aw %225 must be 
incorrect ; to give the sense required 125 should be ~2-5y. 
G, in fact, virtually reads Synw-a or oSwrra, which, however, 
is purely arbitrary. Nor is there any real gain to be derived 
from M. Bruston’s conjecture (1892), that the reference is 
to the Israelitish conquest of Edom; for this practically 
requires us to insert 7a, ‘therein’ or ry, ‘over it? Ex- 
perience of textual corruption, however, suggests a better 
remedy for the faults of the text. It shows that 95 may, 
as in Ps. Ixxii. 5, Ixxx. 3, have been miswritten for 225, 
and Synwm, as in i S. xvii. 25 Cech <i ae wanduclsewhere. 
for 5xynw; also, that the second qn may be a dittograph. 
Accepting these possibilities as probabilities, we get this 
sense, ‘with reference to the sons of Melek, with reference 
to the sons of Ishmael.’ Thus the second part of v. 31 is 
made up of alternative glosses, stating that the list of kings 
has reference to the sons of Melek, or, if we prefer this 
clearer statement, to the sons of Ishmael. ‘ Melek,’ as we 
know from the phrases 75n[n] pov (xiv. 17), T5o[7] jn Jer. 
xxxvi. 26), Joom yt (1 K. xi. 14), is a popular symbol— 
perhaps more correctly read m5n (cp. on xiv. 3)—for Synrt ; 
‘Yerahme’el’ and ‘Ishmael’ are, in fact, equivalent. And 
now we can answer the first of our two questions. The 
list is really a list (no longer complete in all its details) of 
the kings of the southern Aram; DyTx should most prob- 
apivwas in. Numoxx, 14, Jude ve4,:1 5, -xiv.47, 1 Kot 
LAO 2a Ub ef... civ 7, rather be DIN 

The kings, according to Frazer (Adonzs, p. 11, note 3), 
‘were men of other families who succeeded to the throne by 
marrying the hereditary princesses, the blood royal being 
traced in the female line. But is it not a nearer-lying 
explanation that the kings arose (as in the cases of Abimelech 
and perhaps Saul) out of tribal chieftains? Observe the 
care taken to specify the district or city of each king (except 
the seventh, Baal-hanan, see below), which reminds us of 
the similar notices respecting the Israelite ‘judges’ The 
first in order is Bela, son of Beor, whose city is called 
Dinhabah (v. 32), and whom Néldeke’ long ago identified 


1 Untersuchungen, p. 87; cp. Hommel, p. 153. Marquart, und. 
p. 11; Cheyne, Z. Bzd., ‘Bela’; Ed. Meyer, Die lsraeliten, pp. 376 f- 
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with the great diviner Bil‘am ben Beor (Num. xxii. 5). If, 
as I have sought to show (on ‘Pathrusim, x. 14, and on 
xxiv. 10), ‘Pethor, ze. Pathros,' Kedem, ze. Rekem, and 
Aram-naharaim are N. Arabian regional names, there are 
no documentary reasons for not holding that the Edomite 
or rather Arammite king Bela is the same as the great 
diviner Biltam; for oyba is simply a fuller form of yn. 
At the same time, we cannot regard this as certain; for 
yon is nothing but a clan-name produced out of a fragment 
of Syermm or of its synonym 5Sxynwm. We find it again in 
xlvi-21 €and "parallels)"and.m@ Chr. v.85 ep. aby in nady, 
2 S. xxiii. 31, and the name 5yn, 1 Chr. v. 5, viii. 30. In 
xiv. 2 it is the name of a N. Arabian town. Ed. Meyer 
warns against using these notices, but, as it seems to me, 
does not understand them (p. 376). ‘Ny, too, is worth 
investigating. Probably it comes from wy» (written 
syn), ze. Arabia of ‘Asshur’ (see on ‘Bir’sha, xiv. 2), so 
that it is the name of a district, not of an individual. The 
city-name 17797 has been variously identified ; see 4. 4zé., 
‘Dinhabah, and Tomkins, PE FQ SZ, Oct. 1891, pp. 3227. 
More probably, however, it is a corruption of aq (Dt. i. 1), 
where 1.777 at any rate has probably come from yas = Syynw 
(Geeton v530): 

The second (v. 33) is Yobab (see on x. 29), a Zerahite 
(ze. Ashhurite, see on xxxviii. 30), whose city was Bosrah. 
The place-name occurs in the little oracle, attributed (rightly ?) 
to Amos (Am. i. 11 f), which the text makes out to 
refer to Edom, but which probably refers really to Aram, 
because in v. 12, for the mysterious” Mm mm, we should 
most probably read 5Sxor> Tawe wi, ‘that is, Ashhur- 
Yerahme’el, a gloss on o x.—The third, Washam (own). 
Again we are warned against comparing own, xlvi. 23, 
Num. xxvi. 42, also 1 Chr. vii. 12, viii. 8, 11. Investigation, 
however, would not be unfruitful ; eg. in 1 Chr. vii. 12 'n is 


1 In Num. Zc. 1939 may quite well (Zace Meyer) mean one of the 
traditional streams of the border-land (see on xv. 18), and sbxiphny may 
be a combination of two corrupt forms of ‘xonv. I assume that the 
reader has registered frequently recurring types of textual corruption. 

2 Harper’s summary of explanations is very striking. A new and 
effectual method of textual criticism can alone dispel the mystery. 
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one of the Jdené Aker (Aher=Ashhur). Htsham came 
from the land of the Temanites. The exact situation of 
‘Teman’ is admittedly uncertain,’ but we can hardly be 
wrong in tracing jon to jom=—5Sxynw (see on v. 11). 
Perhaps this is the onwy jw (so we should read), a king 
of Aram-naharaim(?),? in Judg. iii. 10—The fourth, Hadad 
(17). Properly a divine name (see pp. 33, 56). His 
father is called 11a; @ Bapaéd (cp. on the place-name +1, 
eVi. 145) 772-in 1 ‘Chr. -viil.-20 is a personal name). 3713-0f 
1 comes from Bir-dadda, a N. Arabian name (KAZ, 
prorgc, 20), Coon tanya, PKerxve 19) andi~on ‘the 
defeat of Midian, Ed. Meyer, pp. 381 4; Winckler, G/ 
i. 49 f, 193 f The royal city is my, but @ has yeOOalc]u, 
ze. ony. Probably we should read oynwy (cp. above, on 
Hisham). If so, Marquart is right in supposing that the 
closing words of v. 35 belong rather to v. 34. He is of 
opinion that ‘rishathayim’ in ‘Cushan-rish, Judg. iii. 8, 
should rather be vdsh ‘attatm, chief of ‘Attaim.” But 
‘Attaim’ is no name.—The fifth, Samah; or rather 
Salmah (mndiy), a N. Arabian ethnic. His city is qprwo; 
probably from pwn (see on xv. 2)—The sixth, Sha’, 
plainly N. Arabian {seé on!) 17S: i) 20); His. city is mam 
amin. There must have been several Rehoboths (cp. £. £26., 
‘Rehoboth’). The 372 (pace Ed. Meyer)? should be one 
of the N. Arabian streams, of which we only know from 
passages like xv. 18. 

The seventh is Baal-hanan, where ‘ Baal’ is not primarily 
a divine title, but a popular corruption of ‘ Yerahme’el’ or 
‘Ishmael. Hanan (Ezra ii. 46 and parallels) is a clan- 
name of the Nethinim* or Ethanites; in Chr. xi. 43 it is 

1 See £. Bz6., ‘Teman.’ 

2 Marquart (fund. p. 11) identifies these two names, though he 
has a peculiar theory of his own for the ‘rishathayim’ of Judges. 
Ed. Meyer (p. 374) naively remarks, How can an Aramzan king from 
the Euphrates have made a raid into the far south? From the 
Luphrates / 

2 This scholar supposes that the phrase ‘the river’ in the O.T., 
when: by itself, is ‘ always the Euphrates.’ 

4 See Amer. Journ. of Theol. July 1901, and cp. jniop in Euting’s 
Nabat. Inschr. No. 12, 7. 1 (quoted by W. R. Smith); also Natan-iau 
in the second Gezer tablet (=Yonathan). The various elements in 
these names are all primarily N. Arabian ethnics. 
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the name of one of David’s heroes, a ‘son of Maacah, ze. 
presumably* a native of the southern Maacah. In the 
parallel Phoenician names too (see &. 5zd., ‘ Baal-hanan’), 
Hanan or Hanun was originally a clan-name (brought from 
Arabia). This seventh king is called a son of 29», a word 
which Robertson Smith? identifies with rady, ze the male 
jerboa (Ar. ‘akbar). But surely the mouse-clan is as 
imaginary as the rock-badger clan (Shaphan), the flea-clan 
(Par‘osh), and, one may add, the ‘ascent of the scorpions’ 
(Akrabbim). Experience assures us that both Achbor and 
Akrabbim are corruptions of some compound clan-name, 
and we may well widen the group by adding the enigmatical 
Achshaph and Achzib. To make a long matter short, 
op» is nearer to the original form than Ady ; the original 
form is given almost correctly in a Punic inscription dis- 
covered at Carthage in 1898, and is oq1py (the inscription 
has 9 for p), z.e. ‘Akab-ram. In treating of Apy (xxxii. 28) 
we have already noticed forms like apy, which is to be 
regarded as a clan-name.® The second element om (as in 
Baal-ram) represents Aram (= Yerahme’el). The name of 
Baal-hanan’s city is not given; the text may be in disorder.’ 
—The eighth, Hadar, or rather, probably, Hadad (II.). His 
city is called \yp, or rather yD (@, Ball), which may be only 
a variation of yi, which may be the name both of a place 
and (see on v. 32) of a district. His wife’s name, Ssanvn, 
occurs. in Neh. vi. 10 as a man’s name. -What didvit 
originally mean? Certainly not ‘El is a benefactor’; that 
is due to the redactors. We may take a hint from Sx55rp, 
which is also both an early and a late name (Gen. v. 12, 
Neh. xi. 4), and has grown out of Syomp. So Syaenn 
contains one element (Sam) which can have come quite 
- regularly from Syar = Sxynw (cp. Syamy, « K. xvi. Eee 
But what shall we say of 779? Is it not recalcitrant? By 
no means; experience suggests an explanation. The 

1 « Presumably,’ because, as has been shown (by Winckler and by 
the present writer), David was of Arabian origin. 

2 Journ. of Phil. ix. 96; Kinship, p. 235, note 1. Johns (Deeds, 
ili, 221) compares Ass. Ugbaru. 

3 So Akshaph=‘Akshaph=‘Akab-shaphan, and Akzib=—‘Akzib= 
‘Akab-zééb, and both names = Jacob-Ishmael. 

* See Marquart’s rather complicated hypothesis (Fwd. p. 10). 
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genealogies in Nehemiah (iii. 4, x. 22, xi. 24) contain a 
name which is even more parallel than 5y55nn. It is 
Seanwn. Resisting an obvious but unsuitable interpreta- 
tion of this name,’ and remembering that mm and nw are 
frequently corrupt fragments of vow = Sxynwn, I suggest 
that the form ‘nwa may have arisen out of two competing 
readings, viz. Sxynm and Sxap (see on Sarn, ‘ Jezebel, pi: 40), 
and similarly that 5s.amyp has arisen out of the two rival 
readings Sxormp and Sxam (mp having come from ma =on, 
cp. on ix. 18). Whichever of the two latter we prefer, the 
result is the same. The wife of Hadad II. is marked out 
by her name as a N. Arabian woman. 

She is further represented as Tyo na and aq (1 3. 
The impossible tmym (Winckler and Ed. Meyer, in all 
seriousness, Tx wn, ‘rain of mist’!) can now, I hope, receive 
a natural explanation. “1 is really a dittographed 4, and 
7H is= bo, a gentilic in 1 S. x. 21, which points to a 
N> Arabiam “origin. —Cp.. on’ “Mithredath,- Ezra’ iv <3: 
Similarly a7) ~ (‘gold-water’!) represents Sxynwn. For 
other cases of amt =’nw see on ii. 11 7, Dt. i. 1, 2 S. xii. 30. 
Similar corruptions are Int (Judg. vii. 25), naxx (2 S. ix. 2), 
Roa CxXVi2, etc.) MI 1s ayseribes error; perhaps the 
archetype had j2 (so @), miswritten for jn. 

For omimwi (v. 40) see on xxv. 13, and for v. 43 4, on 
776 tinon; secon “Pugon, Num. xxxil,42 7. “Tram” 
(ory), from some form of Syn (cp. any mp). See, 
further, on 1y, xxxviii. 6. 


1 Cp. the Ass. MuSezib-Marduk, MuSezib-Nabu, Salm-mu8ezib. 
Such an explanation may suit the Aram. name 2wn>s (‘Salm delivers’), 
but would be inconsistent with the names with which Meshezabel is 
grouped, viz. (1) Meshullam and Berechiah, (2) Zadok and Jaddua, 
(3) Pethahiah and Zerah. The redactor imposed a fancy meaning on 
a corrupted form, 
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THERE are special peculiarities in the cycle of Joseph- 
legends which at this point require to be mentioned. It 
may be assumed that Joseph ‘was an old name for all 
the tribes that settled in Ephraim,’ and that Joseph and 
Ephraim ‘are simply two names, older and younger, 
tribal and geographical, for the same thing’’ The 
geographical name is Ephraim, which is probably (see on 
xli. 52) a variation of “‘Arab-Yaman (Yamanite Arabia). 
But Ephraim is also a tribal name, and as such it must be 
later than Joseph. More and more Joseph may have ex- 
tended its reference, so as to include a confederation of 
tribes, the centre of which was at Shak-ram, a name which 
very early became shortened into Shechem (Shekem). 
Winckler, I know, takes a partly different view. According 
to him, Joseph is a personification of the northern kingdom 
just as Israel is the representative of ‘the united David- 
kingdom of the twelve tribes, which does not prevent him 
from being at the same time a hero who derives his chief 
characteristics from Tamtiz and from the sun-god (GJ 
ii, 68 ff). That Joseph was originally the personification 
of a tribal confederation, I do not see my way to admit, but 
I fully grant that mythic elements have attached themselves 
to him (see below). These elements, however, have developed 
into stories of a novelistic character, and in this form have 
become attached to the figure of Joseph. As a tribal hero, 
the materials for a biography were slender indeed. There 
was, it is true (1) the tradition of the partiality with which 
his father Jacob treated him, and which excited the envy 


1H. W.. Hoge, 2. .8c6;, col. 2583: 
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of his brothers; (2) his possession of Shechem (xlviii. 22, 
cp. On xxxiii. 18-20); and (3) his slavery in Misrim, which 
issued in good both for himself and for his brethren. But 
the element which can be plausibly referred to popular 
tradition is but small, and the chief object of the narrators 
really seems to be to provide their people with an ideal 
figure, worthy of equal love and reverence, and to in- 
culcate a belief in divine providence. It has been well 
remarked that, full of devoutness as the narrators are, 
they nowhere introduce Yahweh in person, or as repre- 
sented by a divine being, as acting in Joseph’s behalf. 
See further, Gunkel, Gen pp. 349-353; Ed. Meyer, Dze 
Isvraeliten, pp. 287-293; and on the name Jp, see above, 
Mi KSE, 23, 2A. 

I now proceed to consider some questions which at once 
arise from the traditional text. The first have to do with 
the character of Joseph, and his relations to his brothers and 
to his father; and the next, to the geography of this opening 
scene of our highly dramatic story. Did Joseph really tell 
tales about his brothers to his father, whose favourite he 
knew that he was? 

The difficult words are My] omaq (v. 2), ‘a bad report 
about them, an evil one’ (?). Evidently my is wrong ; but is 
‘ya right? Joseph is a popular hero; how could he have 
been represented as a tale-teller? Gunkel, indeed, supposes 
that he told the tales because he was indignant at the 
wickedness of the sons of Bilhah and Zilpah. But the 
sequel does not favour this supposition, the basis of which 
is a rather poor conjecture that -mx  y2 should be Sy yp. 
4b) is not a natural word to express what Gunkel thinks of ; 
such superficial emendations rarely answer. But the only 
satisfactory answer to make to a critic is to try for a better 
solution of his problem. In order to do this, I must go 
back to jxa. Why the preposition? owl in xxxvii. 13 
suggests that jxx is miswritten for some place-name, and in 
fact, in the two parallel cases, 1 S. xvi. 11 and xvii. 34, it 
has already been suggested to read Sxynwa; pyia (=nwn) 
would, however, be sufficient, yx and jyx being often cor- 
ruptions of piwiy, just as rw and jw are of pynw or jyaw. 
The next words, -nx 1y2 Nn, as Gunkel has seen, make 
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no sense.’ But it should be remembered that 72» in xiv. 13 
has come from “yaw, ze. ay j= ADI yow; it is only natural 
to explain .y] in the same way. Thus we get the gloss, 
any ‘om sor, ‘that is, Ishmael of Arabia.’ The Ishmaelite 
or Yerahme’elite race was widely dispersed; the glossator 
will have no uncertainty about his author’s meaning. He 
knows that the scene of the story is laid in Arabia. As to 
Nx) aim5a c2a-nmx and the troublesome mys, both are late 
glosses, the latter on the difficult word onat. This last 
word still awaits correction. BDB explains, ‘a (true) 
report of evil doings’; such a highly condensed phrase is 
scarcely tolerable. But the remedy lies close at hand. 
A 71 has fallen out (cp. oma, 2 S. xx. 14, for om92); so that 
the «right “word is pnj13, ‘their present® (cp. xxxutores 
The function of the youthful Joseph was to go between his 
father and his brethren, as the bearer of salutations and 
presents. How simple and natural (see 1 S. xvii. 17 f)! 
Next, what was the great object and occasion of the 
envy of Joseph’s brethren (v. 3)? @ and Veg. here, Pesh. 
in 2 S.,and E.V. here and in 2 S., give ‘a coat (yut@v, tunica) 
of [many] colours. This is certainly more plausible than 
the rival rendering ‘a coat (tunic) of the extremities’; but 
how can it be critically justified? The explanation suggested 
by such analogies as yi m7 (Josh. vii. 21 ; cp.on wy “722, 
xli. 42) is that own, in ’p nano, is a contraction of mo IND 
(‘ Pathrusim’), which we have already seen (on x. 14) to be 
a corruption of oyna. From Ezek.. xxvii, x7) (cpsson 
xli. 42) we learn that ‘fine linen’ (tt) was one of the 
productions of Misrim, and Pathrusim is represented in 
x. I4 as one of the sons of Misrim. Probably, therefore, 
the ‘tunic of Passim’ was made of fine linen. From 2 S. 
xiii. 18 f (critically examined) we learn that this garment 
was worn by princesses of Israel in their maiden years, and 
a gloss in that passage states that oD was equivalent to 
Syormm (miswritten odwn). Joseph therefore—as I under- 
stand the passage—was clad in a tunic of fine linen, as if 


1 Winckler (A OF, Z.c.) renders, ‘in fact, he was as a servant,’ etc., 
and finds a mythological meaning. Joseph plays the part of the 
younger deities Marduk and Nebo over against the ten older gods. 
But sn introduces a gloss. 
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he were a king’s child, and not intended for the rough 
pastoral life. It was this which stirred the angry feelings 
of his brothers, and had such strangely romantic con- 
sequences. 

Nor can one avoid raising a question as to the contents 
of Joseph’s second dream. What can be the meaning of 
“the sun, the moon, and eleven stars’ (v.90)? Most scholars 
regard this as a symbolical expression for Jacob, Rachel 
(‘the unforgotten and un-lost,’ Del.), and the eleven brethren, 
and some find here a confirmation of the supposed actual 
character of the patriarchs, and of the connexion of the 
‘twelve tribes’ with the signs of the zodiac.’ The difficulty 
on this view is fourfold. 1. The moon is never feminine in 
Hebrew. 2. A wife has nothing to do with homage to a 
ruler. 3. We should have expected both Jacob’s wives to 
be referred to; and if only one, then certainly not Rachel, 
who was dead. 4. We are not told what symbolical form 
Joseph assumed in the dream (contrast v. 7). 

This is how Winckler meets these difficulties? He 
supposes that the reference to the moon in v. 100 is a later 
insertion, that originally the moon was interpreted of Jacob, 
and Joseph represented as the sun-god, so that the original 
form of the statement in v. 9 would be, ‘and behold, the 
moon and eleven stars bowed down to me. Only eleven 
stars, because each month one of the signs of the zodiac 
comes into contact with the sun, and is, as it were, absorbed 
by it.’ 

I cannot, however, see my way to accept these suggestions. 
I have no prejudice against admitting the existence of 
mythological elements in Biblical narratives. But I cannot 
think it likely that the actually existing tribes of Israel 
(which can never have been really twelve in number) claimed 
a connexion with the zodiac deities, nor can I attach any 
weight to the argument of some mythologists (e.g. Zimmern 


1 See Winckler, G/ii. 70 f; Zimmern, KAT), p. 628; Gunkel, 
Genesis”), p. 356, cp. p. 293; A. Jeremias, A 7AO, p. 240; and on the 
other side Kénig, Altortentalische Weltanschauung, etc., pp. 54 f- 

2 GJ ii. 70; cp. pp. 62 f See also A. Jeremias, 4 7AO, p. 240; 
GOs 105 Sh KOS 

3 This is one possible explanation of the number eleven in the myth 
of the making of the eleven monsters (Creation Epic, 1st Tablet). 
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and Stucken), derived from the faulty text of the ‘ Blessing 
of Jacob’ in Gen. xlix. 

With regard to the supposed interpolation of qo) (‘and 
thy mother’) in v. 104, I would point out that in v. Ioa@ 
the interpolator (perhaps R) of the words, ‘and he told it 
to his father and to his brothers, has deliberately passed 
over Rachel. How, indeed, could an interpolator have 
forgotten that Joseph’s mother was dead? And with regard 
to Joseph’s being represented as the sun-god, may he not 
much more naturally be identified with the twelfth star? 
For evidently he corresponds to some extent in our story 
to the god Marduk, whose sacred number was eleven,’ 
indicating that he was the leader of the remaining eleven 
constellations. 

But the Babylonian god Marduk is something more 
than the leader of the eleven ‘stars.’ He is also the sun-god, 
who dies in winter and sinks into the underworld, and rises 
again on the return of spring.” And regarded thus, he has 
such a close resemblance to Tamiiz (see &. 4zd., ‘Tammuz’) 
—who indeed is also reckoned as a son of Ea—that we 
cannot be surprised if Joseph, who corresponds (as we are 
bound to admit) to Marduk, is represented at a later point 
in the story as if he were a reflection of Tamiz. 

These statements, it is true, assume that the Babylonian 
myth of the death of Tamtiz-Marduk, due (as it appears) to 
a wild boar,® had penetrated into N. Arabia, and so become 
naturalised among the Israelites. They also involve the 
further assumption that the Arabian and Israelitish priest- 
hoods had adapted the myth to pre-existent beliefs. The 
N. Arabian deity parallel to Marduk was the god called 
Ishmael or Yerahme’el, who in Israel came to be regarded 
as the beneficent guide and protector of the people.* It 
was a human manifestation of this deity which died and 
rose again,’ and for which, under the names of Hadad and 


1 Zimmern, KAT®, p. 374. It is an archeological error to 
represent the number eleven in v. 9 as a _ redactional ornament 
(C. Niebuhr, Gesch. der Ebr. Zeitalters, i. 169, note 1). 

ARS ey Zimmenn, whe nee oils 

3 Tbid. p. 398. 2. SC, 0n XV. 1d (p27): 

5 See Bible Problems, pp. 113, 128, 252 7% 
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Ramman (Zech. xii. 11), and perhaps also Naaman, there 
was an annual lamentation in the spot consecrated by his 
memory. These things I have already (see pp. 56 /) 
ventured to assume, trusting in the willingness of the reader 
to put aside prejudice and adopt a new point of view. 

It was certainly a great honour which some early 
narrator (a priest of the tribe of Joseph?) conferred on the 
eponym of the Josephites when he enriched the funda- 
mental tribal legend with details from the story of Tamiz- 
Marduk or Adonis. It may be useful at this point to 
sum up the details which seem to commend themselves 
most to a critical judgment.’ 1. The astral-mythological 
dream (v. 9), just now explained. 2, The story of Joseph 
in the ‘pit’ (vv. 22 f), which may be suggested by the 
mythological statement that Adonis went down into the 
iota yer Pit ee Cisternysis often = Sheolswesa Dhemipping 
of Joseph’s tunic in blood (v. 31), and the cry of the horror- 
stricken Jacob that ‘a wild beast has devoured him’ (v. 33; 
cp. v. 20). 4. The mourning of Jacob (v. 34), which was 
evidently an important element of the tradition and reminds 
us of the yearly dzkitu, or weeping, for Tamfiz. 5. The 
exultant exclamation of the aged father, ‘my son Joseph 
lives’ (xlv. 28), which may remind us of the joyous cries 
of the votaries of Adonis on his resurrection. And 6. the 
intuitive wisdom and impartial beneficence of the rule of 
Joseph, which correspond to the same qualities in the god 
Marduk, 

I now pass on to the geographical details, with the 
view of showing how these are affected by a textual criticism 
which does not disdain to take notice of the N. Arabian 
theory. It has been pointed out already (see on xii. 6, 
xxxiii. 18) that Shechem (Shekem)—referred to in vv. 12 fi— 
is = Shakram, ze. Ashhur-Aram, while Hebron (v. 14) is 
possibly * connected with Réhdb (see on xxiii. 2). If so, 
the ‘émek of Hebron is presumably the ‘émek that belongs 


1 Cp. Winckler, G/ ii. 75-77; Jeremias, ATAO, pp. 239 f, and 
BNT, p. 40. 2 See Gunkel, Schopfung, p. 132, note 8. 

3 ¢Possibly,’ because some other account of ‘Hebron’ may be 
preferred. The theory given above is only a specimen of possible 
explanations. See on xxili, 2. 
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to Beth-rehob' (Judg. xviii. 28). It is doubtless surprising 
that if Jacob dwelt near Beth-rehob (or Rehdbdn) he should 
have sent his idolised younger son on so long a journey 
alone, and, perhaps one may add, that the brethren of 
Joseph should have moved with their flocks so far away 
from their father. But to omit ’m pnyn, with Steuernagel 
and Gunkel, seems arbitrary. Perhaps we may suppose 
that different views have been combined.’ According to 
one, Jacob dwelt near Shechem, and his sons were with 
the flocks at no great distance off. According to another, 
based on the tradition in xxxv. 27, Jacob and his two 
younger sons were at Hebron or Rehobon. Further, that 
there were at least two views respecting the relations of 
Jacob and his sons to Shechem. According to one, both 
parties were on perfectly friendly terms; according to 
another, Simeon and Levi had brought the guilt of blood- 
shed upon their family, which was liable at any moment 
to be called to account. These different traditions could 
not be altogether harmonised. But it is at any rate 
plausible that the distance between Rehdbon and Shakram 
was not so great as that between the best-known Rehobon 
or Hebron from the most familiar Shechem. 

Next, as to Dothan (v. 17). Whatever may be said 
of the Israelitish caravan from Gilead (see below), it is 
certain that E’s ‘ Midianites, taken in connexion with the 
‘cistern in the desert’ (v. 22), points to the extreme south. 
It is true that 2 K. vi. 13, 19 (see Cvz¢. Bzb.) suggests that 
the Dothan of the Elisha-story was not far from prow, and 
Judith iii. 9, iv. 6 that the Dothan of the Judith-story was 
near Yizreel. But there are reasons for thinking that the 
scene of both stories was originally laid in the N. Arabian 
border-land, and it is quite possible that there was a 
southern Dothan as well as a southern Shimron and Yizreel. 
According to Judith ili. 9 f, Dothza (ze. Dothan) was near 
Scythopolis, ze map y,? which suggests the question 


1 Unless we suppose that poy, both in xxxviil, 14 and in Judg. 
xvill. 28, has come from nayn, Cp. on Ps. lx. 8. 
2 Gunkel has already suggested this. 


3 mad, or rather n30, is probably a contraction of nabo (see on 
ooatve 107/)) 
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whether 727, which occurs after 7D in Josh. xv. 48 f/, 
may not be a corruption of jn, ze. Dothan. 

In v. 25 we meet with the name onxp for the first time 
in the Joseph-story. The presumption is very strong that 
this word means the N. Arabian Musri, but the pros and 
cons will be carefully put before the reader. Let us 
remember that in Gen. x. 6 Misrim appears as a son of 
Ham, z.e. Yerahme’el, and that the references to the dwelling 
of Joseph and of the Israelites in o»yn in the Psalter can 
be quite well understood on the N. Arabian theory. Indeed, 
in-Rsoixxvili. 45 “the field of Sibieon’ (= Ishmael) makes:a 
better parallelism with ‘ Misrim’ than we get on the supposi- 
tion that onxn means ‘Egypt’ and jyx ‘Tanis, while ‘the 
land of Ham’ in cv. 23, 27, cvi. 22, is scarcely intelligible, 
unless) “Flame is=°Yerahme'el” and: in-cv. 17. to say that 
Joseph ‘was sold for a slave’ is vastly inferior to the state- 
ment: that he “was sold “to the Arabians,’ If so -the 
tradition persisted long. 

The statement in v. 25 is that when Joseph’s heartless 
brethren looked up from their meal they saw a caravan of 
merchants conveying gum tragacanth, mastic, and ladanum 
to Misrim. These very things are reckoned by Jacob among 
the ‘ fruits of the land’ (xliii. 11). Here, however (according 
to E), the Ishmaelite merchants come from Gilead, which 
may quite well refer to a southern Gilead (cp. on xxxi. 47). 
It is equally noteworthy that in vw. 28a (cp. v. 36) the 
merchants are called Midianites’ or (v. 36) Medanites. 
What this involves, we have seen already. We may also 
note that the Midianites were in a large sense Ishmaelites 
(see on xxv. 7). With equal truth they might be called 
‘Yerahme’elites, and we may hold that an early gloss on 
the original text actually gave them this name; ze. odor 
most probably came from odpm, a short form (cp. on 
po>$>n, xxxiv. 27) of odxnr, to which is prefixed the 
explanatory Waw, thus producing the note, ‘that is, Yerah- 
me’elites. Parallels to this change occur in xii. 16, Judg. 


1 We need not, with Hommel and Jeremias, suppose a confusion 
between Midianites and Minezans. Nor does this passage suggest to 
us that ‘Midian’ was the ethnic name for the people of the land of 
Musri, as Winckler supposes (K-A7, p. 143). 
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Vi. §, viii. 21, 26, Ezra. 1.67. Ido not, of course; dream 
of denying that there was a demand for fragrant resins in 
Egypt. But it must surely be admitted that they would 
also be wanted in the land of Misrim, and Jer. viii. 22, 
xlvi. 11 (see Crit. Bzb.), when closely examined, seem to 
point in this direction. 

And now Joseph’s time in Misrim begins. According 
to J, he was bought by an unnamed Misrite ; according to 
E, by a court-officer named rpwiw. The same name is 
given by J in xli. 45 (cp. xlvi. 20) to the priest of On who 
became Joseph’s father-in-law. It is true that in this form 
the second part of the name is y1p; but the omission of y 
in xxxvii. 36 and xxxix. I is not surprising, if we consider 
the variations in parallel texts elsewhere in the O.T.’ It 
has been held by recent critics—and I formerly took this 
view myself—that, the background of the story being 
Egyptian, and forms like Poti-phera‘ (Ilereppy)—‘ he whom 
Re (Ra) has given’—being frequent in Egyptian only after 
700 B.C., we gain thereby a valuable evidence for the date 
of the story.” The evidence, however, for the Egyptian 
background of the original story is precisely that which 
is becoming doubtful, and the fact that the other supposed 
Egyptian names in the story (Asenath, Saphenath-pa‘neah) 
cannot be as plausibly explained should suggest the necessity 
of caution in supporting this view, which is by no means an 
old and thoroughly seasoned hypothesis.? In the light of 
our previous experience of names, we shall suspect Poti- 
phera’ ‘to be a combination of two very possibly corrupt 
place-names or clan-names. Can we recover the original 
form of these names? wn», certainly, is intelligible enough ; 
the original which it represents is mp, ze. MBN (see on 
x. 96), “And*the key to pip is: furnishéed® by viz 12and 
Hos. viii. 9, where x1 may with much probability be 


1 @ treats the names as identical. 

2 See £. Bib., cols. 2588 f, 3814 f For the Egyptological theories 
see &. Bib., ‘Potiphar’; also Heyes, Bzdel und Aeg. pp. 105-112. 
Erman (see Gunkel, p. 361) finds the } in ‘ip inexplicable at present 
The examples of Egyptian Aram. names compounded with »» (see 
S. A. Cook, Aram, Gloss. p. 97) do not help us. 

3 See Naville (PSBA xxv. 160 /), who finds a name with two 
articles ‘rather strange.’ 
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viewed as a corruption of my. If so, the name of the 
court-officer referred to was equivalent to Ephrath-‘arab, 
zé@. Arabian Ephrath. All, therefore, that E could tell or 
imagine about this personage was that he held a certain 
office and that he was a Putite, or Ephrathite of Arabia. 
See further, on ‘ Putiel, Ex. vi. 25. 

And what was Potiphar’s office? At first sight we 
seem to have a twofold account, and we are reminded of 
the elaborateness with which Egyptian dignitaries describe 
their offices and functions. The first of his titles is 
m1 DMD, and the commentators discuss the question 
whether p~p here means ‘eunuch’ or ‘high officer.’ It 
should be noticed, however, that whereas in xl. 2 (E) the 
chief butler and the chief baker are called ovo pb, the 
omy rw (Potiphar) is not called pvp in xl. 3 (E). 
The question now arises whether my1p DMD in xxxvii. 36 
is rightly read. It is quite possible that pnp may be a 
corruption of wr. We have an example of this in 
2 K. xviii. 17, where pyp-n has probably come from 
awes Iny (see Crzt. 2b.) ; cp. snp, Judg. iv. 2, Ezra ii. 53, 
etc, and’ pip and o pip» often (¢e. Judg. v,22,.1°\K-x: 25), 
for NWR, o—. Very possible, too, that [M]y1p may have 
arisen in the same way as ya in ’p www. And taking a 
wider view of the state of the text, and of the nature of the 
textual corruptions and glosses, must we not say that these 
possibilities are also probabilities, and that instead of 
‘eunuch of Pharaoh’ we should recognise, as a gloss on 
Poti-phera‘, another compound name, Asshur-‘arab. This 
should not be taken to imply that Joseph’s master was not 
a Misrite. That Misrim was considered an Asshurite region 
appears from Ezek. xxxi. 3.’ 

But, if not a eunuch, what was the important personage 
who became Joseph’s master? The text replies that he 
was ovat] ab. It is a natural conjecture that this 
iLdseyencse ane wdnee2 i Siro, AOL, XXKIX. 0-7, 
lii. 12 ff, means ‘captain of the bodyguard,’ an office in the 
Egyptian court which in the Ptolemzan age was expressed 


1 Cp. £. B2b., ‘Eunuch.’ 
2 That the name Ashhur or Asshur sometimes means a larger, 
sometimes a smaller region, need not surprise us. Cp. on x. II. 
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by the term dpyicwpatopira€,' though, as Deissmann” 
reports from the Greek papyri, this term was also applied 
to the holders of other high offices. But can oy.» mean 
‘bodyguard’? Properly it means ‘slaughterers, ze. of 
cattle, and hence ‘cooks’ (1 S. ix. 23 f, see @); hence @ 
here gives apywmdyeipos. ‘Chief cook, however, is not 
probable in such a context. Nor can we accept ‘chief 
executioner’ (Del.)—surely a last resource for those who 
do not admit that oma» can mean ‘guardsmen. It is 
true, SDB and Ges.-Buhl do accept ‘guardsmen.’ Robertson 
Smith remarks * that ancient warriors could upon occasion 
be butchers. But surely such a vague and obscure term 
for ‘guardsmen’ is not at all probable for an official title. 
What remains? The best solution of all—to suppose that 
TIM» is one of those groups of letters which are likely to 
have arisen through the misplacement, omission, or mis- 
writing of letters in a larger word; it is this that remains 
to the consistent critic. Now, in xxii. 24 we find a name 
my (=n, 2 S. viii. 8), a group of letters which, in its 
context, and in the light of many of our previous results, 
can best be explained as an early corruption of marn;* cp. 
the strange-looking oman (Num. xi. 5), which criticism 
compels us to regard as one of three ethnics inserted as a 
gloss on the ethnic mppx (MT. yDADN). To put it briefly, 
the probability is that the king of Misrim (Musri in N. 
Arabia) had a bodyguard of Rehobothites (cp. xxxvi. 37), 
and that, according to the narrative, Joseph’s master was 
their commander. See, further, on xxxix. 20, and cp. on 
Suave ce 


1 See ©, 1 S. xxvii, 2, Esth i, 21. 
2 Bibelstudien (1895), pp. 93 f- 
8 OT/C®, p. 262, note 1; so also BDB. 
$ See. Bb, “lebahy? 
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PROFESSEDLY a story from the life of Judah, a man of 
highly independent character, who goes his own way (cp. 
xxxvii. 26). Really a legendary record of the early rela- 
tions of families or clans of the tribe of Judah, genealogic- 
ally represented. With this it is difficult not to admit 
that certain mythological details have been connected. 
These details, however, are confined to that part of the 
narrative which relates to Tamar. The chapter has been, 
of late, much examined from different points of view,’ but it 
still continues difficult to derive from it any clear view of the 
early movements of the original Judah. The suggestions of 
Winckler and Barton respectively—that the story of Judah 
and Tamar means the conguest of a place called Baal-tamar 
by David, and that a clan, perhaps the Kenites, which took 
the palm-tree for its totem, was incorporated into the tribe 
of Judah—are too imaginative to be accepted. Nor can we 
venture to hold with Erbt that the story of the daughter of 
‘Shua’ has any relation to the story of Bath-sheba in the 
life of David, or that the deaths of Er and Onan are 
analogous to the attempted sacrifice of Isaac. It may be 
admitted, however, that the story of Judah and Tamar, like 
that of Ammon and Tamar in 2 S. xiii, is slightly coloured 
by some floating story, derived from the myth of the Baby- 
lonian Ishtar (see on v. 6), who is at once bride and sister 
of the beloved man; and if the story in chap. xxxviii. is 
rather paler than that in 2 Samuel, it may be because 


1 See Steuernagel, Himzwand. pp. 79 f; Winckler, G/ 11. 104 /,. 
202; Barton, Semitic Origins, pp. 90, 286; Gunkel, Gen. pp. 362 7 
(cp. Deutsche Rundschau, Oct. 1905, pp. 68 f/); Erbt, Die Hebraer, 
pp. 14-18; Wildeboer, Zheol. Studien, 1900, pp. 261 f; B. Luther 
and Ed. Meyer, Dze /sraeliten, pp. 177-180, 200-206, 433 77. 


445 


446 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


Tamar in the former is not Judah’s sister, but only his 
daughter-in-law. We may also compare the deaths of 
Tamar’s husbands in vv. 7, 10 with the story of Sara and 
her husbands in Tobit iii. 8, which must be of mythological 
origin. 

The names, however, have not been adequately studied,’ 
and yet some interesting information might be expected 
from such a study. My own results definitely confirm the 
view that the original scene of the early legends was the 
N. Arabian border-land. JV. 1 informs us that, after parting 
from his brethren, Judah allied himself to a certain Adullam- 
ite whose name was Hirah (v. 1). ‘Adullam’ is familiar 
to us as the name in the MT. of a place where David took 
refuge (1. S. xxii. 1); the phrase is nday mip. It so 
happens that mmyn is often (cp. on xxiii. 9, 1 S. Ze.) mis- 
written for Toy7 =TDNg, a popular contraction of 5ynm (see 
on x. 7), while oSty must surely come either from Sxnqy = 
Sxa5x), an Ishmaelite tribal name (xxv. 13), or from 5Sp4x 
(Sxanw), 2e. Sear. ‘ay /p, therefore, is virtually a doubly 
written ‘orm. This view of ‘ty is confirmed by the true 
meaning of mn, which is obviously (like +n) a corruption 
of wx, with the feminine ending. Ashhur-Yerahme’el 
(distinctly mentioned in v. 24——-see below) was a N. Arabian 
region. It was not far from Canaan, for Num. xiii. 29 4, 
tells us that the Canaanites ‘dwell by Yaman,’ and Gen. x. 6 
(see note) that Canaan was a son of Ham, ze. Yerahme’el. 

V. 2 tells us that while at Adullam (?) Judah married 
the daughter of a Canaanite named yyw, ze. not prt, but yw 
(@ Yava) or v=yIw; cp. yw-na, 1 Chr. iii. 5; yaw, of 
course, is =m (see on x. 7), By ‘Shua’ or ‘Sheba’ 
Judah has three sons—offshoots of the older clan, presum- 
ably. The first is called -y (Er), which must be grouped 
with “y (xlvi. 16), py (Num. xxvi. 36), »y (1 Chr. vii. 12), 
“pot Chr. vit7), Ny (2 S. xx. 26, Kili, 36), perce 
iv. 15), ony (xxxvi. 43). All that Néldeke (4. Bzd.,‘ Names, 
§ 77) can tell us about these forms is that they are ‘difficult 
to explain. Ed. Meyer has no suggestion. A new point 
of view, however, can suggest something, and if it does tend 


1 Steuernagel’s attempt (p. 80) to identify several of them with 
names in the Amarna letters is too hazardous (the land of Gari =7y). 


JUDAH AND TAMAR (GEN. XXXVIII.) 447 


to restore some of the credit of the Chronicler and the 
Priestly Writer, fair-minded persons will not be vexed at 
this. So, then, from 1 Chr. vii. 12 we learn that yy is an 
Ashhurite name (for amx see on xxii. 13), and from iv. 15 
that yy was a Calebite; also from Gen. xlvi. 43 that ory 
was the name of a clan of Esau. From lists in 2 Samuel 
(xx. 26, xxiii. 38) we know that xvy was a Yairite or Ithrite 
name (Yair= Yerahme’el; Yether=Ashtar). I leave the 
critical reader to complete the references. Evidently ->y or 
sy is the kernel of a name widely spread in early times in 
the N. Arabian border-land, and how can we doubt that the 
full name was some form (perhaps 5ny; see on chap. xxxiv.) 
of 5Ssxnrm?— The second, ynx (Onan), is also quite a 
N. Arabian name (see on Ben-oni, xxxv. 18).—The third, 
m5w (Shelah), has to be grouped with now, xw, yw (see 
on 1 S. i. 20, ix. 4)—all connected with Sxynm. 

These three clans, then, were partly Israelite, partly 
Canaanite ; the two former perished early. At the time of 
the ‘birth’ of the last one, his mother was at I) (read xm, 
with @); a fuller form of the name is 1yDn._ This place, 
according to Josh. xv. 44, lay in the far south of the 
Judahite land, near Ke‘ilah and Mareshah. Apparently it 
was the place occupied by the Shelah clan; cp. 1 Chr. 
iy. 21 f, where ‘Shelah’ and ‘Cozeba’ (cognate with 
‘Akzib’) are combined. There was doubtless a northern 
Akzib (Josh. xix. 29), but the name was carried from the 
south, and originally meant ‘ Ashhur-Ishmael’ (see p. 
432); 28 from wox (=Ashhur), and w=asr=5m (= 
Ishmael). Cp. on 1 S. xxi. 10 (Akish), Judg. vii. 25 (Zeeb). 

Next, the story of Er’s wife (v. 6). Her origin is not 
told us—only her name, .9n, which was no doubt under- 
stood as ‘palm-tree. An appropriate name, doubtless, for 
a woman (cp. Cant. vii. 8 f). But we have also the place- 
names Tamar and Baal-tamar, and we have to find an 
explanation which will fit both the personal name and the 
place-names. Such an explanation has been offered by 
Winckler, according to whom Baal-tamar (Judg. xx. 33) 
was the place where the men of Benjamin had their tribal 
sanctuary, dedicated to the goddess Ishtar. When David 
conquered it, thinks this scholar, its name was changed to 


448 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


Baal-yehudah (2 S. vi. 2). This, however, as it seems to 
me, is opposed by a sound textual criticism. The improb- 
able phrase onon[m] ry, ‘city of the palm-trees’ (Dt. 
xxxiv. 3, Judg>i. 16, if 13; 2 Chr. xxviil, 15),“supplies ne 
justification of a city called ‘Palm-tree’ (Qn). Winckler 
himself (G/ ii. 104) boldly reads onnnn Wy, ‘city of the 
two Tamars, the deity referred to being androgynous. A 
most improbable correction! If we assume metathesis, a 
much more probable result follows. Just as Sm (1 K. 
v. I1) comes from Sxom, and obw (xivi) 18, sxcxsctii Sp 
from Syynw, so on naturally comes from no! and onan 
from ono (1 S.-i. 1)2 Nor can we be surprised that 
‘Tamar’ (ze. Ramath or Ramith) should be the name both 
of a sister and of a daughter of Ab-shalom, for underneath 
Ab-shalom lies ‘ Arab-shalem, ze. Shalemite (Ishmaelite) 
Arabia.” That there should be both a Tamar and a Baal- 
tamar among southern localities is also not more strange 
than that there should be several Ramahs. And if it should 
be asked how it came about that mythological motives (see 
above) should have become attached to the name Tamar 
(Ramath), the answer is that the southern Ram or Aram was 
the home of popular superstitions, and that the cult of the 
great goddess Ashtart, otherwise called Ramith, Shab‘ith, 
etc. (see 2g. p. 18, note 2), was specially flourishing there. 
From that region, too, the Israelites probably got the 
kedéshoth, one of whom Tamar (Ramath) appeared to be by 
her clothing (wv. 14 /). 

Next come two place-names,—in v. 12, Mon, and in 
v.14 ory mmp. The former is not ‘allotment’ (./m29), 
but, like jan and yinn (xxxvi. 12), a popular modification 
of yyarn =5xvnwm, with the feminine ending. Naturally 
there were several Timnahs. Among them notice pqm non, 
ze. Timnah of Ashhur (see on Judg.ii.9). As to the second 
name, oy (cp. yim, I Chr. vii. 35) probably comes from 
yo =5xynm. Can it be the ony] of Josh. xv. 34? Not 
far off occur oSty (Saty, see on v. I), and, just before, 


1 In Zest. XII. Patr., ‘Judah,’ 10, by a curious coincidence Tamar 
is actually called ‘a daughter of Aram.’ 

2 Similarly, son’x (Ithamar) will come from npraty, ‘ Yerahme’elite 
(Ramathite) Arabia.’ 3 Stade, Gesch. i. 258. 
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man. Perhaps both here and in Josh. Zc. we should read 
‘am mmp2. See on ‘Naphtuhim, x. 13, and cp. Z. Bib, 
‘ Nephtoah, ‘ Tappuah,’ ‘ Pahath-Moab,’ 

By asingular fate, a gloss on ony (which occurs without 
TinD in v. 21) has intruded into v. 24 (beginning). The 
gloss is Tmws ‘ow Nom, ‘it is (in) Ishmael-Asshur,’ It is 
disguised, no doubt, just as, in v. 5, ‘ Asshur-Ishmael’ is 
strangely disguised. The text gives us win wownd | 7M 
(note the warning Pasek). In this there are two difficulties: 
(1) the double preposition, and (2) wow for nw5w. For the 
first, it is usual to refer to 1 S. x. 27, but the text there is 
corrupt (see Crzt. Bzb. p. 214). It is true, however, that a 
light is reflected from that passage, critically read, on the 
present. No one can doubt that, as wnmo> wm represents 
the original oowmd NM (‘it is in Hashram’), so the words 
quoted above represent nw Syynwna xin (‘it is in Ishmael- 
Hashram’). In both cases onwm represents Ashhur-Yerah- 
meer (cp. on OTD, xi. 31): 

Vv. 29 and 30 give the names of Judah’s two sons as 
pw» and my. The former can be explained on the analogy 
of 9m; it is a popular version of FY, ze. MDW; cp. DH Ww, 
Neh. iii. 32, from oympry, and on ‘ Baal-perasim, 2 S. v. 20. 
The latter has no connexion with mrs, ‘autochthonous’? 
but is a distortion of -mw = mx ; note ‘Zerah the Kushite’ 
(wid probably comes from w2="7MwN; cp. on x. 6). Cp. 
sizn, also from amr. To the story of the birth of the 
twins reference has already been made (on xxv. 22). 
Evidently there was a floating popular myth of the struggle 
of the Twins (the Gemini) which attached itself to different 
names. 


1 Stade, Gesch. i. 258. 
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ACCORDING to the Yahwist (J), Joseph is sold as a slave 
to a Misrite (the redactor inserted ‘ Potiphar,’ etc.), who, 
perceiving his worth, makes him his house-steward. Such 
an officer, with a short stick or a writing-tablet in his hand, 
and a pen behind his ear, is delineated in countless Egyptian 
tomb-chambers. That in some cases the Egyptian steward 
was a Syrian, can surprise no one. The influx of Semites 
into the Nile-valley, and the ease with which they rose to 
high positions, are undeniable facts. But equally undeni- 
able is it—though monumental evidence is wanting—that 
N. Arabian Misrites, enriched by commerce, must have 
required house-stewards, and these may sometimes have 
been Hebrews. 

The same narrator (J) tells how the wife of Joseph’s 
master cast her eyes upon the young man, and made 
immoral proposals to him from which he could only escape 
by flight. Is this episode specially Egyptian in colouring ? 
It has indeed a novelistic appearance, and, arguing from its 
unimportance in relation to the plot of the story,’ we may 
plausibly regard it as a later insertion, and assume that in 
its original form it had an Egyptian setting. And if we 
look out for an Egyptian tale from which the Hebrew story 
may have been derived, we may be tempted, like some of 
our predecessors, to fix on the often-quoted tale of the Two 
Brothers.’ 


1 Novelistic, because in real life Joseph would have been far more 
severely punished (see Diod. Sic. i. 78) for the crime imputed to him. 
Unimportant for the plot, as E’s version of the story, which represents 
Joseph as an overseer of the prisoners, but not as himself a prisoner, 
sufficiently shows. 

2 See Flinders Petrie, Ancient Egyptian Tales, ii. 36 7 ; Maspero, 
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I doubt greatly, however, whether the original J 
presented the story of Joseph with an Egyptian setting. It 
is a well-known fact that similar tales to that of Potiphar’s 
wife occur in widely separated literatures.' Admittedly the 
Egyptian women were far from perfect,” but why should 
they have been worse than the women of the N. Arabian 
Musri? Certainly enough is said of the shamelessness of the 
adulterous woman in the Book of Proverbs, the sayings in 
which—there is good reason to think—were modelled on 
Arabian patterns. 

It is worth noticing that, in his dealings with his 
master’s wife (vv. 8 7), Joseph makes his appeal to the same 
moral and religious standards which he had known at home. 
This seems to point to N. Arabia. And yet, in spite of this, 
the Misrite woman, when infuriated by Joseph’s resistance, 
assumes in the other inmates of the house a racial contempt 
for the Hebrew (vv. 14, 17; cp. xlili.32, xlvi.»34).°~Are 
we to ascribe this and other difficult points in the Joseph- 
story to an editor who cherished the theory that by the 
name ony the narrators must have meant Egypt? 

Falsely accused to his master, Joseph is put into the 
béth-hassohar. Yahweh, however, gives him favour with 
the governor, who in his turn gives Joseph the care of 
the other prisoners. Is there anything Egyptian here? 
Attempts have been made to show that sdhar in béth-hassohar 
(xxxix. 20, xl. 3, 5) is the Hebraised form of an Egyptian 
word, but, as Driver (Hastings’ DB, p. 768 a, note ||) admits, 
unsuccessful ones. Other scholars have suggested as the 
meaning ‘house of roundness, which is supposed to be 
confirmed by 3707 73x, ‘a round bowl (?), in Cant. vii. 3. 
We have been so well served, however, by the N. Arabian 
theory in the case of Potiphar or Poti-phera‘, that we may 
well decline to accept this view of the meaning of 1MpD both 
in our passage and in Cant./@c For amo the Sam. text 
gives 17D. To those who have some experience of the 
ways of the scribes, this at once suggests Dim (Judg. i. 35, 


Contes de PEgypte ancienne, pp. 3-32. It was written for Seti II. 
(nineteenth dynasty), and is handed down in the d’Orbiney papyrus. 

1 See A. Lang, Myth, Ritual, and Religion, ii. 303 ff: 

2 See Heyes, B70, wu. Aeg. pp. 140 77. 


452 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


viii. 13), which has most probably come from an original 
sms; also ormp (Am. vi. 4, 7), from omnes. Now 
Ashhur—the name is in such cases disguised as Tarshish— 
is described as famous for its silver’ (Jer. x. 9), and Joseph, 
when grand vizier of Misrim, is related to have had a silver 
divining-cup (xliv. 2). It is very probable that, just as 
people spoke of a ‘mantle of Shinar’ and the like (see on 
xxxvii. 3), so they may sometimes have spoken of a ‘ bowl of 
Asbhur’® (read -mws yan, Cant. Zc.), and, in a technical sense, 
of a ‘house of Ashhur’ (‘we mn). By the latter phrase 
they would probably have meant the same as sb ma 
(probably from ‘mm ’2), which seems to have meant a 
fortified place at Jerusalem, devoted to the N. Arabian 
troops—the so-called Kerethites and Pelethites (see on 
2 S.v. 9, 2 K. xii. 21). It should be remembered’ that, if 
our view is right (see on xxxvii. 36), Potiphar was, in E, 
‘captain of the Rehobothites, ze. of the royal bodyguard 
of N. Arabians. 

That the references to ’on 'n (ze. yx 2) all belong to 
J is admitted. It may be added that these references 
(xxxix. 20, xl. 3, 5) very possibly imply a false interpreta- 
tion of the phrase—an interpretation which seems based on 
the reading WONT ma, ‘house of him who is bound.” The 
original phrase, however, meant ‘house of Asshur,’ ze. of the 
royal Asshurite bodyguard. Let us not forget the captain’s 
second name, Asshur-arab (see on xxxvii. 36). 


ISSceu#. 520. “Silverio arshish 
2 Cp. also Ezra i, 10, where the troublesome dw» is a corruption of 


ow? = oroxyoe’, The whole phrase thus becomes ‘bowls of silver of the 
Ishmaelites,’ Cp. on xli. 43. 


DREAMS AND THEIR SIGNIFICANCE (GEN, XL.) 


How Joseph interprets the dreams of two high court 
officials, who were put ‘in ward’ till their case could be 
tried. Here Winckler’ discovers another possible Tamtiz- 
motive in the story of Joseph. Tamftiz, as the god of 
vegetation, may be represented either by the baker, in so 
far as he suffers a cruel fate, or by the butler, in so 
far as he is raised out of his humiliation. As to the 
functions of the butler and the baker in Egypt, much has 
been learnedly written, but one may remark that these court 
offices existed in other countries besides Egypt. And if 
Egypt abounded in vines and in corn, one may venture to 
say that the country called Missor or Misrim was at any 
rate not without these precious plants. Misrim (Musri) and 
the Negeb are not indeed the same country, but it may be 
well to recall that miles of hill-sides and valleys of the 
region which E. H. Palmer calls the Negeb are ‘ covered 
with the small stone-heaps in regular swathes, along which 
the grapes were trained, and which still retain the name of 
teletldt-el-anab, or grape-mounds.’” Apart from this, it is 
difficult not to infer from the facts of textual criticism * that 
there were districts in the N. Arabian border-land and in 
the kingdom of Musri in which, by the help of irrigation, 
the soil was enabled to produce both grain and grapes. See 
eg. the passages quoted already on xii. 10-20 (Abraham 
driven by a famine into Misrim), and add to these 


} Arab.-semit.-orient. p. 212, note 1; but cp. Jeremias, Babylonisches 
PINE IES |, CAS 

2 The Desert of the Exodus; cp. E. Bib., ‘Negeb,’ § 6/7. 

3 See Critica Biblica (1904) and The Book of Psalms (1904) on the 
passages referred to, 
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Ps. civ. 15, which contains the interpolated gloss, ‘ bringing 
forth vines in Ishmael, producing bread-corn in Ishmael’ ; 
also with regard to vine-culture, see Gen. xlix. 11, Judg. 
ix. 27, xv. 5, and, with special regard to Misrim, the definite 
language of Ps, Ixxx. 9. ‘Of course, there were large 
tracts in this region which were incapable of improvement ; 
eg.in Num. xx. 5 the wilderness of Kadesh is contrasted 
with Misrim in being “no place of seed, or of figs, or of 
vines, or of pomegranates”; but this does not affect our 
general statement.’' That the interpretation of dreams was 
no exclusive possession of the wise men of Egypt, still less 
needs to be insisted upon. 


MORE DREAMS AND INTERPRETATIONS 
(GEN. XLI. I-32) 


How the king dreamed, and how Joseph alone was able 
to interpret the dreams. The first dream attracts us 
most, because it is full of touches of local colour; may 
we add that they are Egyptian? Certainly the cow was 
the sacred animal of Isis. But the cow was also sacred 
to Ishtar, and indeed was a natural symbol of the pro- 
creative power of nature” wherever this most ancient of 
deities was worshipped. That Ishtar or Ashtar (whence 
Ashtoreth, Astarte) was worshipped in Arabia as well as in 
Palestine is beyond question. It is remarkable, however, 


1 Cheyne, Book of Psalms (1904), i. 120. 

2 Cp. the mythological cow called in Egyptian mehetuer or meh urt 
(‘the full, the great’; or ‘the great fulness’), who was regarded as the 
motive power in the cosmogony, and as the source of being to gods and 
men (Brugsch, Ae/. «. Myth. pp. 115 f, 168, 340; cp. Heyes, Bzd. u. 
Aeg. p. 214). The title may originally have referred to the Nile. 
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that seven cows should be spoken of, and that they should 
be said to have come up out of the river. Is not this 
Egyptian? In chap. cxlviii. of the ‘Book of the Dead’ we 
read of seven sacred cows which were called upon to give 
bread and beer, and abundance of all sorts, to the Osirian 
soul. The sacred number seven, whatever its origin, 
represents abundance and completeness, and the choice of 
the cow, rather than any other animal, was dictated by the 
sacred symbolism already referred to, while the coming up 
out of the Nile would suggest that the abundant vegetation 
of Egypt was conditional on the overflow of the Nile. Still, 
we must remember that to all the Semitic peoples seven 
had a symbolic meaning, and that, as we have already 
found (on ii. 11-14), the rivers of Paradise were identified, 
by a kind of patriotic Arabian extravagance, with the streams 
of the N. Arabian border-land, which accounts for the 
description of the N. Arabian Canaan as a land flowing with 
milk and honey (Num. xiv. 27). Originally Paradise was 
in the upper world,’ and the river which watered it was the 
mythic river of milk and honey, of which we have a monu- 
ment in the phrase ‘the Milky Way.’ To transfer the scene 
of the Paradise-myth to earth involved much geographical 
difficulty, especially when the single river had become four 
streams, corresponding to the four quarters of the heaven. 
What we have before us, however, in the first of the king’s 
dreams seems to be based upon the simpler view that there 
was but one river of Paradise, which river could indeed be 
identified with the Nile, but could also by an imaginative 
licence be identified with the N. Arabian stream called pmm™. 

The Egyptian theory is therefore not the only possible 
one. And there are certain points in the language which 
have not been hitherto considered, and which favour the 
view that in the original text the background was N. Arabian. 
For instance, it is commonly supposed that the word 1», or 
(with article) 1w7 (v. I, etc.), is the special Hebrew name? for 
the Nile, or (in plural) for branches or canals of the Nile, 
and that 17x (v. 2) is the Hebraised form of the Egyptian 


1 See on ii, 10-14, and &. &z6., col. 3577. 
2 An Egyptian origin is usually supposed (Z£. &7d,, ‘Nile,’ § 1; cp. 
BDB, s.v. w). The Assyrian name is Yaru’u. 
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word for the reeds which grew beside the Nile. Let us 
devote ourselves first to the former point. 

It is admitted that there are exceptions to what is held 
to be the general usage, In Dan. xii. 5,6, 7 (cp. x. 4) 1 
is held to refer to the Tigris,’ and in Isa. xxxiii. 21 to 
mean rivers (|| ov72) such as those by which great imperial 
cities were erected—a poetical application; while in Job 
xxviii. 10 it is commonly rendered ‘shafts’ (with reference 
to mining). But this admission is not enough. The 
rendering ‘stream of the Nile, ‘river Nile, given by BDB 
as the usual meaning is not by any means certain. There 
is good reason to think that the country where the stream 
called ni) flowed was not Egypt but the N. Arabian border- 
land, which the early Hebrew writers, exaggerating, repre- 
sented as a land of streams and canals or watercourses (see 
on Gen. xv. 18). Nor must we be too positive that the 
stories of Joseph and of the plagues which preceded the 
Exodus, zz thetr original form, referred to the Nile, because, 
as is here shown, the evidence points in more than one 
direction. It is highly probable that even in Genesis and 
Exodus 4k), like ax and yy, is a worn-down and corrupt 
form of Sym, by which is meant the 5xerm.5rm>. Another 
modification of the same name, as applied to a stream, is 
pr, which later scribes misread as jm, the Jordan being 
familiar to them, but not the Yarhon. For a decisive proof 
of this I have already (see on Gen. xiii. 10) referred to the 
phrase wa pT in Num. xxii. 1 (see Cvrzt. Bzb. on Josh. 
xvi. 1), where ty (=r), Ze. firm, is an early correction 
of 17. 

From the stream we naturally pass on to its banks. 
The cows which the king sees in his dream feed in the ymx 
(v. 2). Gunkel renders this word ‘marsh-grass, following 
Jerome, who, handing on some scholarly tradition, interprets 
“omne quod in palude virens nascitur.’ Gunkel’s version, 


1 Tuch (Geneszs, p. 442) accounts for this exceptional use by the 
consideration that Daniel is only a copy of Joseph. But if so, how is 
it that the model is not more strictly followed? The riddle cannot be 
solved from the ordinary point of view. The strong probability is that 
pin (x. 4) is a corruption of a compound name, the first part of which 
is either 717 or “n{vx], and the latter plo], Ze. Sxon. 
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however, is not strictly accurate. There is indeed a demotic 
root ‘to be green’ with which aw may plausibly be con- 
nected, but considering Job viii. 11 (where ymw is || to xD3) 
and Sirach xl. 16 (where @’s ayeu corresponds to myn), 
we are bound to render, not ‘marsh-grass,’ but ‘reeds.’ 
But here a grave textual question arises. Is mx in v. 2 
the original reading? An editor who wished to give an 
Egyptian colouring to the story of Joseph would very 
naturally misread an indistinctly written word so as to 
favour his theory. And it so happens that there is a word 
out of which . 7x may easily have arisen, and suitable to the 
supposed original connexion. The dictionaries, based as 
they are on MT., may only recognise the tree-name wxn, 
but there is good evidence’ that wx and yp, the latter 
sometimes corrupted into ptm? (see on Neh. viii. 15), were 
collateral forms of this name, and were applied to the same 
tree, which, as we learn from Isa. xli. Ig, lx. 13, grew ina 
highland district called Lebanon. This ‘Lebanon’ can 
hardly have been the Syrian mountain-region of that name, 
but was more probably in the N. Arabian border-land,* and 
there was apparently much water in its neighbourhood. 
In Ezek. xxxi. 3 (revised text) Ashhur (ze. in one of its 
larger senses, including Misrim)* is compared to an ’evez in 
Lebanon, a tree of great size, and fond of moisture ;° in 
Hos: xiii. 15 (revised text) ‘Ephraim,’ ze. the 5. Ephraim 
(whence the northern Ephraimites must have migrated), is 
said to ‘bear fruit among the asshur-trees,’ and from chap. 
xiv. it is clear that the prophet’s imagery is taken from the 
(southern) Lebanon. Our conclusion, therefore, is that in 
the original form of the story it was most probably not 


1 See Dt. xvi. 21, Ps. civ. 17 4, Neh. viii. 15, where 1nwx underlies 
the present reading. 

2 In Isa. lv, 13 079 (anwR) is || to wa. 

3 See Crit. Bzb. on Jer. xxii, 20, and note that there was a ‘ Lebanon’ 
near Carthage, and a cult of 325 bya in Cyprus (see p. 31). 

4 To preclude the possibility of error—so long as the text should be 
correctly copied—a glossator inserted 5xynw? anvx, ‘Ashhur of Ishmael’ 
(see Crit. Bib. ad loc.). 

5 Cp. Num. xxiv. 5, ‘like ’evez-trees beside water.’ E.V. ‘cedar- 
trees’; but ‘the cedar of Lebanon does not grow in moist places’ 
(Post. in Hastings’ DZ&). 
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‘among the reeds’ (mx) that the seven cows were repre- 
sented as feeding, but ‘\mwna, ze. onATwN:a, ‘by the ashhur- 
trees. The type of corruption is a common one; cp., for 
instance, »mN (as in xvi. 12, xxv. 18), Im (as in ix. 28, 
xxii. 13, Hos. v. 8), and ‘mx in compound proper names. 
This may give us a clue to the original text of Isa. xix. 7, 
where @ has 70 ayer, and MT. nyy; underlying both is 
perhaps nym. ‘ 

I may repeat once more that I do not attempt to 
expound the geography of the earlier Hebrew narrators. 
I can only make suggestions which arise naturally out of 
critically revised texts. So much, at least, appears to be 
probable—that in a more original and shorter form the 
story of Joseph had a N. Arabian and not a Palestinian and 
Egyptian background, and consequently that ‘ Pharaoh, king 
of Egypt, should be ‘ Pir’u,' king of Misrim.’ The land in 
which the events related take place was a land of corn and 
wine, of streams and canals. It was also a land of trees, 
and ash/ur-trees, which delighted in moisture, grew by the 
side of the river. 

And now as to the relations between the Misrites and 
the Hebrews or ‘sons of Jacob.’ It is true that the Misrites 
and the Hebrews could not eat together (xliii. 32) on the 
ground that the Hebrews were addicted to a mode of life 
which indicated a far lower degree of culture than that of 
the Misrites (cp. on xlvi. 340). But this did not place a 
bar on all intercourse, nor on the adoption of a Hebrew as a 
Misrite. A religious difference there must also have been ; 
this would be the natural result of a difference of culture. 
In the time of Joseph, however, there was on both sides 
less consciousness of religious difference than afterwards. 
This appears from passages like xxxix. 5,9, 21, 23, xl. 8, 
and especially xliii. 23 (where notice the warm religious 
sympathy manifested by the steward towards the brethren ; 
cp. xlii. 18). And this view, as I hope, is confirmed by a 
soundly methodical and intrinsically probable correction ot 
the strange reading ~ty52 in xli. 16. The word is generally 
thought to mean ‘not at all myself, which is taken to be a 
formula of deprecation; but the only parallel for such a 


1 Or perhaps “Arab (see on xii. 15). 
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use of the word is xiv. 24, and there, as we have seen, 
~tv5a has most probably grown out of Syay, an incorrect 
popular form of Syn. The only natural meaning of 
the phrase is ‘without me, or ‘apart from me’; cp. Pty52, 
v. 44. @, however, connects '52 with ov», and inserts 
x5; plausible, but arbitrary. As it seems to me, the true 
reading is owt5y ‘ory, which appears to have been one of 
the names of the God of Israel (see pp. 99 f#-). In other 
words, Joseph and the reigning king of Misrim, in spite of 
a difference in religious customs, at any rate worshipped 
God under the same compound name. 

The disputed phrase occurs in a conversation between 
Joseph and the king of Misrim. It will be seen that from 
the very first Joseph has no difficulty whatever in his inter- 
course with the Misrites. In fact, his case is parallel to 
that of Abram in oyxn, and of Abraham and Isaac in 
Gerar. The only apparent inconsistency is in xlii. 23, 
where Joseph is said to have spoken to his brethren by an 
interpreter (lit. ‘the interpreter was between them’). But 
can we suppose that in his dealings with his master and (see 
on xxxix. 8 f) his master’s wife, also with his fellow-prisoners, 
and with the king, Joseph was dependent on a dragoman? 
Surely not. It was convenient at this point to assume 
that Joseph would not understand the free outpouring of 
the guilty souls of his brethren, and so, just here, the 
narrator introduced an interpreter; but the detail was an 
inconsistency. We may admit that in later times the 
Arabian invaders spoke a tongue not understood by the 
people of Judah (Jer. v. 15, Isa. xxxiii. 19g), but the early 
traditions (as it appears to me) represent the Israelites, the 
Yerahme’elites, the Misrites, and the Philistines (Pelethites ?) 
as speaking either the same tongue, or dialects of the same 
tongue which were not too widely different for mutual inter- 
course. This result is in harmony with the results of my 
own inquiries into proper names. I fear that Egyptological 
lore has been a rather doubtful boon to Biblical commentators. 

One difference, however, between the king of Misrim 
and Joseph there appears to have been. The king of 
Misrim believed in oneiromancy ; he therefore sends for ‘all 
the Zartummim and wise men. Joseph, on the other hand, 
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is convinced that the interpretation of dreams is not a 
matter for learned pedantry, but for direct divine revelation * 
(xl. 8). And who are the hartummim? According to 
BDB, ‘the fact that the word is always applied to Egyptian 
magicians, except Dan. ii. 2 (late), suggests Egyptian 
origin, but no agreement [exists] among Egyptologists.’ 
According to Gunkel, ‘ the etymological and precise meaning 
is unknown.’ Dillmann, it is true, derives from min, and 
Tuch from win and onn, but this is not satisfactory. It 
the scene of the story be in Egypt, we must expect the 
Hebraised form of some Egyptian term, but who can 
produce a corresponding Egyptian term for ‘magicians’? 
Har-tot, mentioned by Brugsch, means ‘warrior (priest).’ 
The expressions quoted by BDA are conjectural. The 
iepoypaumarets of Diod. Sic. i. 87 cannot be shown to be 
hartummim. Let us, then, extend our survey. SDB’s 
description of Dan. ii. 2 as ‘late’ need not hinder us from 
utilising the fact that Nebuchadrezzar, king of Babel, had 
havtummim (Dan. i. 20, ii. 2, 10,27, tv. 4, v. 11). This 
is another of the striking parallelisms between the story of 
Joseph and that of Daniel, and, as in the case of x, the 
parallelism points the way to the best solution of the 
problem. As we have already seen (on x. 10) 529 is often 
a corruption of the name (or of one of the names) of the 
leading N. Arabian kingdom, and though that kingdom 
was not what is so often called Misrim, yet it must have 
been equally pervaded by Yerahme’elite culture and super- 
stition. The ‘wise men’ and magicians of N. Arabia were, 
of course, Yerahme’elites, and ‘Yerahme’elites’ became, to 
the Israelitish writers, a synonym for ‘wise men’ and 
magicians (see on 1 K. v. 11, and cp. on Isa. ii. 6). Turn 
now to Dan. ii. 2 and its parallels, which contain a longer 
list of terms for ‘magicians’ than we find in Exodus. One 
of these terms is clearly an ethnic—ovtw>. As we have 
seen (on xi. 31), this word, spelt otw>, comes ultimately 
from Do 7s IMs. The easiest solution of our problem seems 


1 It is Joseph’s respect for the king which speaks in the phrase 
‘will give an answer of peace.’ The ‘answer’ is the dream, which 
has presumably been preceded by a question. Cp. Winckler, AOF 
SKA. 
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to be that ‘n1w> (so we should read) was in the original 
story of Daniel at once a variant to and a correction of 
onoim. The two forms may reasonably be held to be 
ultimately identical, ze. oymwIM comes from own (wy and 
% confounded ; cp. MT. 1 S. xiv. 32), and this from ovo wn, 
2.2. DOIN Itsy, with the plural termination added. In fact, 
not only Yerahme’el (Aram) but Ashhur (under the form 
Ezrah) was proverbial for wisdom (1 K.v. 11). From the 
expression OMYO Your in Ex. vii. 11 we may infer. either 
that the corrupt ‘n»7m already stood in the text and was 
interpreted ‘magicians, or that ‘Ashhur-Arammite’ had 
already obtained an appellative force.’ 


JOSERTH Se PROSPERIT Yx(GENSXLLG3 325.7) 


THE section relates how Joseph made a practical sugges- 
tion in anticipation of the seven years of famine (cp. 
v. 34 with xlvii. 26), and how the king appointed him to 
carry his suggestion into effect in the capacity of grand 
vizier. How Joseph married into a priestly family, and 
had two sons; also how he amassed a large quantity of 
corn in the granaries of every city. It is natural that this 
should have been illustrated from Egyptian sources.” The 
directorship of the granaries, for instance, was one of the 
most important state-offices. Usually, indeed, it was distinct 
from the viziership, but we cannot be surprised if, under 
special circumstances, the two offices were combined. 


1 Hommel’s proposed connexion of ‘n with Bab. fardamu, the 
name of a class of priests (Ex. 7. xi. 234) may here be recorded. 

2 See E. Bib., ‘Joseph,’ § 7; Hastings’ DB, ‘Joseph,’ p. 773 4; 
Tomkins, Life and Times of Joseph, pp. 48 f- (Naville). 
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Next, as to horses and chariots. These first appear on 
Egyptian monuments under the eighteenth dynasty. It 
appears, however, that horses were introduced under the 
Hyksos. We cannot, therefore, say that if the scene of the 
story be in Egypt horses and chariots cannot have been 
referred to. The passages affected by this question are 
fairly numerous. References to horses (beside asses) occur 
in xlvii. 17, also (beside asses and camels) in Ex. ix. 3, and 
(with chariots) in Ex. xiv. 9, 23, xv. 19, and references to 
chariots (without horses) in xli. 43, xlvi. 29, 1. 9, Ex. 
xiv..61f,,. 17).25, 28, xv. 4) 1 maintain,: however, that 
horses and chariots also existed in the land of Musri, so 
that, in spite of these references, the scene of the original 
story may have been in N. Arabia. 

I am aware of the strong opposition of Prof. Ridgeway * 
to the opinion of the antiquity of the horse in Arabia ;? 
but it seems to me less hazardous to suppose that horses 
were early known in Arabia than to admit such strange 
anachronisms on the part of the editor of the Joseph- 
story. I would also call attention to four points. (1) We 
are told in xli. 43 that the king caused Joseph to ride 
mwaT mim11, a phrase which is usually explained ‘in the 
second chariot after that reserved for the king alone,’ but 
which textual criticism shows to be (as also in 2 Chr. 
XXXV. 24) a corruption or alteration of om ‘pn, ‘in a 
chariot of Ishman’ (ze. ‘of Ishmael’). I fail to see how 
mwa can be called a probable reading; a second-best 
chariot would have spoiled the whole affair. Besides, the 
same scribal error which is here supposed occurs (as I think 
it can be shown) elsewhere.’ Accepting this result, we may 
fairly ask whether Egyptians would be likely to send for 
chariots to N. Arabia, and point out that, as if to prevent 
any mistake, close upon the mention of the chariot we find 
the gloss Abrek, which cannot be more plausibly and 


1 The Thoroughbred Horse (1905). 

* See, however, W. S. Blunt’s criticisms on Ridgeway in the 
Nineteenth Century and After, January 1906, pp. 58-71. 

$ £.g.in 2 Ki xxii 14, Zeph. 2. 10, 2 Chr. xxxiv. 22, Nehmaito 
Cp. also ounwn, from ome, 1 S. xv. 9, Ezra i. 10, and see on the tribal 
name awn, v. 51. 
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methodically explained than as a shortened form of Arab- 
Rekem, ‘ Arabia of Rekem’ (see below). 

(2) The next point is that the early tradition states 
very positively that Yabin, king of Hasor (ze. of Ashhur) 
was rich in horses and chariots (Josh. xi. 4; cp. Judg. iv. 3). 
It is, no doubt, commonly held that Yabin’s Hasor was in 
the north, near lake Hileh. The identification, however, of 
the Waters of Merom with the waters of Hileh is most 
precarious. Moreover, in 1 K. ix. 15 we find Hasor 
mentioned with places in or near the south country, and 
the other places called in MT. Hasor are decidedly not 
northern localities. If the king of Hasor had horses and 
chariots, another southern king—that of Misrim—-may be 
supposed to have had them too. 

(3) We next have to take account of the results of a 
close study of 1 K. x. 28 f' If there were horses in 
N. Arabia, it would be natural that Solomon should import 
his horses from thence ; and textual criticism appears to me 
strongly to confirm this. It is not thereby proved that the 
horses were bred in Musri. From Ezek. xxvii. 14 we learn 
that the great commercial country of Missor (shortened into 
Sor) imported horses from ‘Togarmah. This regional 
name is probably corrupted from Tubal-gamrah (or the 
like), a compound name, both parts of which point in the 
first instance to Arabia. 

And (4) for extra-Biblical testimony to the existence of 
horses in N. Arabia take this from the great Khorsabad 
inscription of Sargon (2 27; KB ii. 55)—‘ Tribute from 
Piru the king of Mu-su-ri, Samsi the queen of Aribi, 
Itamara the Sabzan, gold, productions of the mountains, 
horses, camels, I received. The evidence quoted on the 
side of the opposition is not early. 

If I understand the texts aright, the horses of Asshur 
were famed for their swiftness (Nah. ili. 2; cp. ‘ Asshur,’ 
v. 18). So also were those of ‘Kasdim’ (Hab. i. 8; cp. 
‘Kasdim,’ v. 6). ‘Kasdim’ and ‘Asshur’ must have been 


1 See Crit. Bzb. p. 336. Solomon’s horses were imported from 
Misrim and Maakah (1 K. Zc.). The obscure n22 and n>ym come from 
onva and byanx an. The regions intended were ‘in Yarham, that is 
Ethbaal’ ; 7.e. N. Arabian. 
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rather close together, or rather Kasram (so we should read 
for Kasdim), ze. Ashhur-Aram, was probably a part of 
Ashhur.! And the poetical picture of the war-horse (Job 
xxxix. 19-25), so unique in the O.T., comes from a writer 
who may well be supposed to have resided long in Arabia. 

And now, what were the honours and rewards of which 
Joseph was the recipient? ‘Thou shalt be over my house, 
says the king (v. 40); the parallel line ought by rights to 
expand this idea. The text runs, sny-5D por pp-by, 
which Gunkel translates, ‘thy words shall my whole people 
obey. In fact, @ renders the verb taaxovcera. True, 
but what is the Hebrew phrase presupposed by this? 
Certainly not Sy pw. Possibly @ may have read wp 
(cp. @, Prov. ii. 2); but the sense is not strong enough. 
TP, too, though @ read it, must be wrong.” In Prov. xv. 14 
7p should be ~2p. So here, while pwr has probably come 
from mmnwy.? Thus we get, ‘and before thee shall all thy 
people bow down.’ 

Next comes the formal presentation of the insignia of 
office, specially the royal seals with which all state docu- 
ments were sealed (v. 42). Does this point to Egypt? 
Certainly, but not more than to other countries. See 
Esth sili. 10,8 Vili.02y +l obity 1.422). 9 Macc evins ice © 
learn too that Joseph was clad in ‘garments of shesh, ze. 
of fine linen. But even here we are compelled to deny 
that there is any distinctively Egyptian colouring. First, 
because in a list of Egyptian honours a particular garment 
—the so-called shendi-t—-would have been mentioned ; 
‘garments of fine linen’ were worn by all Egyptians of 
rank; and next, because fine linen was produced, not 
only in Misrim (Ezek. xxvii. 7), but in Aram, ze. Yerahme’el 
in Arabia (zdzd. v. 16), and also in Judah (1 Chr. iv. 21; 
ep. x) oshaiin6, “Tos: ii. 7°01; Prov xsci pig), bio ees 
is usually supposed to be an Egyptian loan-word, but the 
support for this view derived from Ezek. xxvii. 7, compared 


1 That ‘Asshur’ (=Ashhur) in Nah. iii. 2 is an Arabian region is 
shown in Crit, 476. ad loc. For ‘Kasdim’ (from ‘Kasram’) see on 
ah XS 

2 See £. Sib., ‘Salutations,’ § 2. 

3 For a similar confusion see 1 K. ii. 19, where cp. ©. 
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with v. 16, is a precarious one. Those who hold that ow 
comes from the Egyptian ses’ are obliged to suppose that 
there was another ww meaning ‘white marble’ (Cant. v. 15, 
Esth. i. 6; cp. ww, 1 Chr. xxix. 2). From our point of 
view, however, wy (or wy), with which cp. cw (Num. 
xiii. 22), tow (1 Chr. ii, 31), xtow (1 K. iv. 3), war (1 Chr. 
v. 14), is a popular distortion of ws (cp. xDD, also from 
ws). Thus ww oN in 1 Chr. xxix. 2 means, not ‘ white 
marble stones, but ‘ Asshur-stones, and wy 2a in our 
passage (Gen. xli. 42) means ‘garments of Asshur-stuff.’ 
Borsthe datter, cps DE x Gexxi.10, ete) anda 
wapn, both corruptions of >mwx ’2; also tyaw nat, Josh. 
vii. 21. Another fine textile fabric (hardly silk) was ‘wo 
(combined with ww in Ezek. xvi. 10, 13); now ‘wy, accord- 
ing to numerous analogies, has possibly come from Sxynw. 
Note also the combination, in Prov. xxxi. 22, of ww and 
yon, and in Esth. i. 6, viii. 15,2 of pra and jour; now 
purple stuffs (jo77N) came from mods = Sxvnm (Ezek. 
xxvii. 7), and in Isa. xix. g the troublesome mpyiy has 
doubtless arisen out of )mws, which is a gloss correcting 
7; oN) should be yoqiw), so that ‘Asshurite purple’ is 
a second accusative to "Tly in v. ga. 

For the sake of completeness I venture to point out 
that pra, the synonym of ww, must, according to analogies, 
have arisen out of pax, a clear development of Srvnw (see 
on xxxvi. 14). From Ezek. xxvii. 16 one might infer that 
this was the name given to the fine linen which came from 
Aram (ze. the southern Aram), while tw was the name 
given to that which came from Misrim. 

The conclusion is obvious. There is no reason why 
ww vT22 in the passage before us should be supposed to 
point to Egypt as the scene of the story of Joseph. On 
the contrary, it points distinctly to Arabia. 

There is, no doubt, one remarkable omission in the 
description of Joseph’s state dress. We have seen that in 
Egypt ww. did not constitute an exceptional dress. 
But there was something else which, though not in later 
times exclusively royal, yet in the age in which Joseph 

1 See W. M. M., E. Bib., ‘Egypt,’ § 35. 
2 See £. Bzb., ‘ Purple.’ 
3° 
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would be assumed to have lived, and in that of the narrators, 
would have indicated at any rate a share of regal authority 
—and that is a purple mantle. Both as the royal deputy 
and as an adopted member of a priestly family, Joseph 
could not have been without a purple robe. It zs no doubt 
omitted in our text, but surely by accident. It is true, the 
insertion of it would not strengthen the case for Egypt. 
For in the story of Daniel (v. 7) we find Belshazzar 
promising that the reader of the writing on the wall should 
be clothed in purple; in that of Zerubbabel (1 Esdr. iii. 6) 
Darius makes the same promise, and adds a head-tire of 
fine linen ; and in that of Esther (viii. 15), Mordecai wears a 
crown of gold and a mantle of fine linen (pra) and purple ; 
cp. also 1 Macc. x. 20, 62, 64, and other passages. Now, 
as has been shown above, purple was reckoned as one of 
the commodities of Arabia; it was doubtless a Tyrian 
product, but it was also Arabian. 

Nor does the presentation of a golden collar to a royal 
favourite prove the scenery to be Egyptian. It was certainly 
a highly-prized Egyptian decoration’ (like the insignia of 
our orders), but it was also Persian (Herod. iii. 20; Xen. 
Anav., i. 2, 27), and other countries doubtless had it too. 

Definitely un-Egyptian phrases follow. ‘In the second 
chariot’ (v. 43) has been shown already to be corrupt. It 
was the king’s own chariot (45 1wsx) in which Joseph rode, 
and the chariot was of the type called ‘chariot of Ishmael. ” 
So, too, the words ‘and they cried before him, Abrek ’— 
which have been made to mean almost anything and every- 
thing *—are also corrupt, and can only be plausibly and 
defensibly corrected if the N. Arabian theory be accepted. 
In seeking for a correction we have simply to let ourselves 
be guided by analogies. ‘IN belongs, in fact, to one of 
the most numerously attested types of corruption. Just as 


1 See £. L2b., col. 2590 (‘ Joseph,’ § 5, Egyptian parallels). 

2 For another view see £. £76., col. 2590. 

3 The least unplausible of the many interpretations is that Tax is 
the Ass. abarakku, the title of a very high dignitary, which, like so 
many other Asiatic words, may conceivably have passed into Egypt 
(see &. Bib., ‘Abrech,’ where adarakku is favoured; ‘Joseph,’ § 6, 
where another correction, but one less supported by analogy, is offered). 
The Egyptological explanations continue to multiply. 
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d72N and o7 IN come from oN and omy Dy respec- 
tively (cp. on xvii. 5), and 7am from opr (p. 92; 
Zech. ix. I), so JWAN cannot fail to represent opr Ny, ze. 
om~ny, ‘Yarhamité Arabia.” It is true this conclusion 
does not fit in with the preceding words ya» Wwapy. But 
can it be affirmed that a proclamation of any kind is suit- 
able in the context? Joseph has been told previously that 
he shall be the second in the kingdom, and that all the 
people shall bow down to him (v. 40). Has not the right 
moment come for this act of submission to be carried out? 
The new vizier has been presented in royal state to the 
people; what ought to follow? Surely that the people 
prostrated themselves. By a very small and_ regular 
emendation we can obtain the required sense. xp is 
manifestly wrong, and  id4 as manifestly right. The 
words yd ‘3 ought surely to be joined on to o»x0 pin-5p 
(here a collective term for the Misrite people). The inter- 
vening words 5y nx pn FAN have most probably come 
from Sxyow pn? Nw oprny, ‘Arabia of Rekem, that is, 
Nathin-Ishmael.* Here opi vy is a gloss on ’xm prn-5p ; 
it informs us that by ‘all the land of Misrim’ is meant the 
region otherwise known as Arab-Rekem or Nathin-Ishmael. 
The existence of an ethnic Nethinim, most probably related 
to Ethan and Ethanim, has already been pointed out (Amer. 
Journ. of Theol. v. [1901], p. 440; cp. on Neh. iii. 26). A 
clan of Nethinim was closely connected with the temple- 
service, and showed remarkable eagerness to return to Jeru- 
salem (see on Ezra viii. 17, 20). The Book of Jubilees (xl. 
7, Charles) has, according to the Ethiopic, E] Elwa Abirer, 
or, according to the Latin, Elel et Habirel, where El El or 
Elel seems to represent Ssnm and Abirer or Habirel mm ny. 
At any rate, there is no explanation of these readings which 
is as capable of critical defence. Thus the Book of Jubilees 
contributes to the support of a view of Misrim already 
forced upon us by the phenomena of the traditional text 


1 For another text-critical view see Cheyne, Orzent. Lit.-ztg., 1900, 
col. 152; but cp. W. M. Miiller, zdzd. col. 325. It was at any rate 
worth while to point out that 7728 still needed explanation, and that the 
words ‘sD y>x72 Sy ine pny were quite impossible where they stand. Cp. 
Ball’s suggestion in SBOTZ, which, however, is not satisfactory. 
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of the O.T. On the significance of the N. Arabian tribe- 
name ‘ Ethan, see 1 K. iv. 31 and Cvzt. Bib. ad loc. and cp. 
‘in Bis CRihane 

To rise to a position of high importance in Egypt 
would necessarily involve, for a foreigner like Joseph, the 
adoption of a courtly Egyptian name.’ Hence the question, 
Can the name Saphenath-pa‘neah be satisfactorily explained 
from Egyptian? To prove that it can be so explained 
need not, of course, imply that the scene of the original 
Joseph-story was laid in Egypt; the mention of Joseph’s 
new name might be due to a later editor. But it is, at any 
rate, an interesting question to raise, for, in the event of 
there being no very good Egyptian explanation, it will be 
our duty to open another question, viz. whether this com- 
pound name can be explained, in accordance with analogies, 
on the N. Arabian theory. 

Many and varied are the explanations of Saphenath- 
pa‘neah (xli. 45) derived from the truly ample sources of 
Egyptology (see &. £2b., col. 5379). According to Crum in 
Hastings’ DS, p. 665 4, the only transcription which con- 
forms to Egyptian grammar and usage is jephnoute’fonch, 
‘God speaks and he lives” This is due to Steindorff (ZA 
xxvii. 42), Erman, however, interprets ‘member of the 
college of hierogrammatists,’ and similarly Naville, by altering 
one letter; “head of the college, ete. (PSBA, 1903} pp. 
157-161). Objections to Steindorffs view are urged by 
Lieblein (PSBA, 1898, pp. 202 #). J. Marquart’s view? is 
in some respects more, in others less plausible. The 
decisive objection is that it makes Joseph a co-religionist 
and official of Amen-hotep IV., who so fanatically promoted 
the worship of the god of the solar disk, Iten. This is as 
difficult a view as that of Winckler respecting the religious 
propaganda made by Abraham (cp. p. 225), and is also 
opposed by those very numerous textual phenomena which 


1 See Heyes, pp. 256 7 

2 Philologus, vi. 676 f.; cp. £. Bib., col. 5379, where, too, the present 
writer’s earlier explanation of the text-reading will be found, and OZZ, 
April and Oct. 1900 (on Joseph’s name). On @’s reading see Nestle, 
‘Miscellen,” ZATW, 1905, Heft 1. His suggestion (to transpose x 
and 5) is most unfortunate. 
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point to N. Arabia. Our present point of view enables us 
to propose a theory which accords with a large number of 
phenomena recognised elsewhere. Saphenath-pa‘neah ought 
to be a compound geographical name, like Poti-phera’ 
(= Put-‘arab), Ab-raham (=Arab-Yarham), Ab-Salom (= 
Arab-Ishmael), etc. Looking at the first element nopx, it 
may possibly be a modification of mp ny, produced under the 
influence of n2pxN ; Sarephath was the name of an important 
place or district in N. Arabia (cp. on x. 14). It is simpler, 
however, to regard mnzpy as a feminine form‘ of pay, a name 
which we meet with in Jer. i. 14 and elsewhere as that of 
the region from which an invasion might be anticipated, and 
in Isa. xiv. 13 as that of the district where, for the king 
styled ‘ Yerahmeel, son of Ashhur, * was the sacred mountain 
of his race (cp. p. 50, note 3). It is also found in Judg. xii. 1 
as the name of a Gadite city. Without doubt it is a modifi- 
cation of pis (see on xxxvi. 14), Ze. Sxpnw. As to rye, 
it has been suggested* that it is probably a corruption of 
DMD or DTD, which in Ex. vi. 25 is the name of the son 
of Eleazar, son of Aaron, by one of the ‘daughters of 
Putiel’ The name Putiel cannot be unconnected with Poti- 
phera‘; and just as the former name occurs in the genealogy 
of Phinehas, grandson of Aaron, so the latter occurs in that 
of Manasseh and Ephraim, sons of Joseph (xli. 50-52). 
Both Aaron and Joseph, then, were traditionally connected 
with a region called pmb, and from Josh. xxiv. 33 we may 
gather that it was in the highlands of Ephraim. But where 
were those highlands? Perhaps Josh. xvi. I, xvii. 15, 
xix. 50, xx. 7, Judg. iv. 5 may help us. From (@) we learn 
that one boundary of the original territory of the Joseph- 
tribe was the Yarhon (j1> is followed by the correction 11, 
ze./\r1); from (4), that the original highland of Ephraim 
was in the same zone as the land of the Perizzites (= 
Zarephathites ?) and the Rephaim (=‘Arbim); from (¢), 
that it included Timnath-serah (=Timnath of Ashhur), 
where Joshua was held to have been buried; from (@), 
that one of its cities was Shechem (= Shakram, ze. Ashhur- 
_ 1 Cp. Bekorath (1 S. ix. 1), Harosheth (Judg. iv. 2), Shelomith 
(Ezra viii. 10). 2 In MT. given as 1nwj3 on (uv. 12). 
3 See E. Brb., ‘Phinehas,’ § 1 ; ‘Zaphnath-paaneah. 
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Aram). Putting these results together, we may venture to 
hold that the original har-Ephraim’ was in the N. Arabian 
border-land, and consequently that here, too, lay oma and 
its hill (Josh. xxiv. 33). 

Joseph, therefore, was most probably connected with a 
district called Pinehas or Pinhas in Saphenath, ze. Ishmael, 
or more precisely in the N. Arabian Ephraim. Now as to 
the origin of the name. Such a form as Pinehas looks very 
outlandish ; many therefore take it to be Egyptian,®? and 
explain as ‘the negro (or dark-skinned).’ It is, however, 
not a whit stranger than pwon (see on xv. 2); indeed, the 
second part of that name (slightly disguised in MT. as 
pwot) will help us here. For again and again pw and 
similar forms are fragments of corrupt forms of “77mtx ; 
among these forms is om, which plainly comes from pin 
G==aritie) | see “Judgiv1.s 35, wills 23.3) alsoun EK iver] 
(torj2 from pin7yn). As for the first part, yp is probably 
more correct than pp; it is probably a fragment of mngp3 
(Nephtoah?). The reason for this is (1) that mnp2 has a 
tendency to get corrupted (cp. on 1N10 nNb, Ezra ii. 6, viii. 4, 
etc.; 117 mp2, Josh. xii. 23), and (2) that we have one place- 
name in which mnp3, written backwards, is prefixed to pn 
(= 7rwn), Svize onianmn, Jers.” 7,etepiwhich aie sa 
xxx. 4 has become p2m.4 Thus the name misread as 
Saphenath-pa‘neah points to the fact that the Joseph-tribe 
originated in Ashhur-Ishmael, and more particularly in that 
part which was known as Naphtah or Nephtoah. 

The traditional name of Joseph’s wife—the mother of 
Manasseh and Ephraim—is also recorded. It was napn, 
which Steindorff and Spiegelberg explain ‘belonging to (the 
Saite goddess) Neith,’’ in which case the editor is as late as 


1 The later ‘ har-Ephraim,’ of course, lay in central Palestine. 

2 Cp. Am. v. 6, 15, vi. 6, Ps. lxxviii. 67, where ‘Joseph’ = 
‘Ephraim.’ 

3 See W. M. Miiller, £. B2é., ‘ Phinehas,’ § 2. 

* The apparent dogmatism only means that these Genesis re- 
searches have been preceded by similar inquiries into other O.T. books, 
which have not been without assured results. 

5 Neith is a manifestation of Isis. Cp. joy, supposed to be pro- 
nounced Neitman, 7z.e. the goddess Neith (Cooke, p. 146). But 3 is 
prefixed by a lapse ; the name is really jouy, ze. jyony (= dxyne), 
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the twenty-sixth dynasty (Saite). But, as Naville remarks, 
the cult of the goddess of Sais was quite different from that 
of the deity of On or Heliopolis. It should also be noticed 
that in Ezra ii. 50 the people called 72DN 122 are one of the 
families of the Nethinim (or Ethanites ; see on ina, v. 43), 
and that they are grouped with the bené Meunim and the 
bené Nephisim. The two latter names point one to N. 
Arabia (for the latter see on xxv. 15). In fact, n2DxN simply 
means ‘ Ishmaelitess.’ It is a member of a large group of 
forms corrupted from 5xynw.. The nearest of these to NDR 
is PND (ND) in Isa. ix. 4, which has nothing to do with 
military boots,! but designates some branch of Ishmael as 
the enemy to be overcome. Other allied forms are 7b, 
Ezek. xxix. 10 (a place on the border of Misrim); po, Ex. 
SVE COs 76k, XVitoks COAsccx als 7.3) ODD, clSas KI 2 
wD in Jxw ma, Josh. xvii. I1; yyw, Josh. xv. 52; TWN, 
Josh. xv. 33, 43. All these forms come from jynw or jNoOw, 
Ze. Sepow>. 

But, it may be objected, was not Asenath the daughter 
of Poti-phera‘, priest of On? True; but we cannot say that 
‘On’ must have meant the Egyptian Heliopolis.? Are 
Ben-oni (xxxv. 18) and Onan (xxxviii. 4) Egyptian names? 
Was the ‘ plain of Ono’ (Neh. vi. 2) in Egypt? And so we 
might go on, showing the highly problematical character 
of the traditional hypothesis. See further on xxxv. 18, 
Num. xvi. I, Josh. vii. 2, where the wide dissemination of 
‘On’ and parallel forms in N. Arabia is shown. For Poti- 
phera‘, see on ‘ Potiphar, xxxvii. 36. 

The puzzling words at the end of v. 45 are another 
version of v. 46 4, misplaced (Sy perhaps from 59). 

If ‘Joseph’ is really the eponym of an Asaphite clan 
(xxx. 24), and specially connected with the Naphtahite 
portion of the Ishmaelite or Yerahme’elite border-land (v. 45), 
we shall not have to grope after an explanation of Menasseh 
and Ephraim. The guess® that Tw in mw. represents Nw, 


1 There is much corruption in the passage. Why refer to boots at all ? 
vy, like wxn in xlvi. 21, Ezek. xxxviil. 2, Hab. iii. 13, comes from ws. 

2 There is a difference between ‘must’ and ‘may.’ For ‘may’ see 
W. M. Miller, 74. f. Aeg. Spr., 1892, p. 61 (Heliopolis, 2’w, i.e. ’owz7). 

3 See Wellh. Hezd.” p. 62; Cook, Exp. Times, x. 525 f-; Hogg, 
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and that xw is a divine name, also found in xwyn, and that 
30 is a shortened form of 729,' the god of fortune (Isa. Ixv. 
11), is as wide of the mark as the explanation ‘one who 
injures the hip-sinew’ (Land ; see on xxxii. 33). The vocali- 
sation of MT. is no doubt a stumbling-block ; it is so alike 
to those who hold the N. Arabian theory, and to those who 
discover in wo the two divine names Men and Sha. But 
this vocalisation may not have been universal in ancient 
times. It is true that Esarhaddon gives the name of king 
Menasseh of Judah as Mi-na-si-i, but in the parallel list of 
kings ASurbanipal gives it as Mi-in-si-i(=‘w29). This at 
once reminds us” of ‘Jehu, son of Nimshi’ (2 K. ix. 20), 
where ‘ Nimshi’ is a corruption of ‘Ishmael, like ‘ Nimrim’ 
(Isa. xv. 6) for ‘Rimmonim’ or the like. Cp. also jow 
and olw, m2wn (v. 43) and ow) (Ezra i. 10). Menasseh, 
therefore, is a distortion of Minshi = Ishman = Ishmael. 

As to ‘Ephraim, it is remarkable that the moderns so 
generally accept the narrator's connexion of the name with 
mar, as if ‘fertile tract, while they reject the connexion of 
mom with m2, ‘to cause to forget. We have a right, 
however, to expect the name to have sprung from some 
ethnic or place-name. The nearest ethnic (Palestinian or 
N. Arabian) to ‘Ephraim’ is ‘Rephaim’; but we have no 
evidence that ‘Rephaim’ is older or more original than 
‘Ephraim’; all that we can say is that they may be 
presumed to have the same origin. Passing over the two 
suggestions mentioned by Prof. Hogg? as unsuitable, we 
may remind ourselves of the cases (see on ‘ Arpakshad, 
xX, 22) in which Nn and D4 have most probably come from 
dy, and on the ground of which we have already (on xiv. 5) 
derived oND7 from omy, ‘ Arabians’ or ‘ Arabia.’ It would 
seem that just as the same word for ‘to make’ is pronounced 
episu in Assyrian and edzsu in Babylonian, so in parts of the 
N. Arabian region from which the Israelites came ny may 


EE. Bib., cols. 2291, 2921. The theory is untenable. Abishai and 
Baasha represent different types of corruption from the same original, 
which is Arab-Ishmael ; Amasa and Amasai both spring from Ishmael. 
1 Really 3x9 in Isa. Zc. comes from jD"= >xony (cp. on ‘ Javan,’ x. 3). 
2 Cp. Hogg, £. Bzb., col. 2921 (top). 
3 FE. Bib., ‘Ephraim,’ § 5. 
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have been pronounced Ary, whence came py (xxv. 4), 
D NDT, ODN, MIN. That there was an Ephraimite dialect 
we know from Judg. xii. 6 (the southern, not the northern 
Ephraim, is referred to). A word may be said (1) as to the 
traditional termination ox, and (2) as to the relation of 
‘Ephraim’ to ‘Menasseh.’ As to the first point, we may 
admit the improbability of the dual termination, and hold 
that either -az# should be -d@m, or else the final letters o° 
represent a distinct word, viz. n>, shortened from yo.’ As to 
the second, it is possible, as Prof. Hogg remarks,’ that the 
attempt of an early writer to mark out a geographical 
boundary for Ephraim is rather arbitrary, and suppose that 
the whole highland country was ‘Ephraimite, and only 
certain towns specially ‘ Menassite. To this one may add 
that the full name of the highland country may have been 
Sxvaw dy, ‘Ishmaelite Arabia, where any will correspond 
to oMDN and ‘nm to mw2n. So that the question as to the 
relative position of Ephraim and Menasseh may be purely 
artificial. 


JACOB’S TEN SONS IN MISRIM (GEN. XLIit.) 


THE brethren ‘go down’ to Misrim. One alone would 
not have been able to bring back enough corn. ‘ But 
Benjamin, Joseph’s brother, Jacob sent not with his brethren.’ 
The reason is well given by Judah in xliv. 20, ‘his brother 
is dead, and he alone is left of his mother, and his father 
loveth him’—such favouritism was not repugnant to the 


1 Hommel has already analysed ov» into o° 75x, but without noticing 
that in this case 0” (‘0’) will represent > (see on xiv. 3). 
2 FE. Bib. ‘Ephraim,’ § 5. 
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ancients. Indeed, as he himself allows us to see (v. 38), 
Jacob will run any risk rather than lose Benjamin. So 
only the ten go; like the others, they do obeisance to 
the shallit (viceroy ?) who in this naively conceived narrative 
sells the corn himself. Thus Joseph’s early dreams begin to 
be fulfilled (v. 9; cp. xliii. 26, 28, xlvii. 31).’ The brethren, 
however, are still unconscious of this. Joseph is now a man, 
and in appearance a Misrite. His suspicious and arbitrary 
treatment of the little band of Hebrews is in accordance 
with Oriental manners in all ages ; he also wishes to stir the 
torpid consciences of the brethren, for, in his own opinion, he 
is a messenger of God (xlv. 5, 7 f), and he is reputed to 
have a gift of divination (xliv. 5). The issue is that Simeon 
is left behind in Misrim bound,’ as a guarantee that 
Benjamin will be brought later. Observe that, as in 
XXXVil. 22, Reuben takes the precedence (vv. 22, 37); the 
statement in xxxv. 22 (see note) is a late distortion of the 
old tradition of Reuben, who was more sinned against than 
sinning. The brethren find their money in the sacks, 
restored. A fresh fear besets them, and a fresh sense of 
bereavement overpowers their father. 

In the last generation some English writers supposed 
that a pictorial record had been found of the first meeting 
of Joseph and his brethren. In truth, on the north wall of 
the tomb of prince Chnem-hotep on the height of Beni 
Hasan” is a picture of the interview of thirty-seven Asiatics 
with the Egyptian prince-governor. It is not, however, 
hunger but trade that brings them to Egypt. They are 
nomads from Arabia, led by their prince Absha, and they 
bring, not honey and spices (xliii. 11), but stibium or eye- 
paint. ‘Absha’ is most probably = Abshai (ze. Arab-shur) 
or Abshua (=‘Arab-sheba). For 7a (v. 3) read 12% with 
Lagarde. mu) (v. 6) is perhaps due to the latest redactor 
(BDB, after Kuenen). In v. 38 Sinw is a very old cor- 
ruption of sow =Sxynm. ‘Ishmael’ (=‘ Yerahme’el) was 


1 Winckler finds a mythological (zodiacal) substratum, which in 
fact is possible (A OF xxi. 459). 

2 The tombs of Beni Hasan are of the twelfth dynasty. See 
Archaeol. Survey of Egypt, part i. p. 69 ;'and cp, EZ. Bid, ‘Egypt,’ § 50; 
‘Joseph,’ § 8; ‘ Music,’ § 8. 
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in one of his aspects the god of the underworld. For the 
not inconsiderable evidence, see pp. 534 In v. 18 note 
that Joseph (supposed to be a Misrite) agrees fundamentally 
in religion with the brethren. 


JACOB SENDS BENJAMIN (GEN. XLiI1.) 


THE second meeting of the brethren, including Benjamin, 
with Joseph. Note the account of the present, which 
appears to be made up of things rare and therefore costly 
in Misrim. Cp. Ezek. xxvii. 17, where for ‘the land of 
Israel’ read ‘the land of Ishmael’; and for ‘wheat of 
Minnith, and Pannag, and honey’ (so A.V.), read ‘wheat 
of Maacath (maya) and grape-honey!' (jp. wan). Jacob 
is now in Canaan, but the land of Yerahme’el, in the 
larger sense of the word, included both Misrim and Canaan 
(x. 6). Note also Jacob’s prayer (v. 14). He assumes that 
El-Shaddai, ze. El-Asshur (see on xvii. 1), has power in 
Misrim. On the arrival of the Hebrews, after the transac- 
tion of business, Joseph entertains them. There are three 
separate tables, one for the great noble or grand vizier, 
another for the Misrites in general, and a third for the 
Hebrews. In v. 32 (cp. xlvi. 34), the narrator may seem to 
have introduced a feature which implies that the Misrites 
are Egyptians. But let us not be toosure. The N. Arabian 
Misrites were more advanced in culture than the Hebrews, 
who were still in the pastoral stage. This will account for 
the statement referred to (see above, p. 458). 


1 The modern abs. Cp. Bliss, 4 Mound of Many Cities, pp. 69-71. 


JOSEPH’S POLICY TOWARDS THE BRETHREN 
(GEN. XLIV.) 


WITH wonderful self-restraint Joseph continues to exercise 
his functions as the elect agent of Providence. One trial 
more is needed to melt the hard hearts of his brethren. 
Joseph’s divining bowl (divination flourished in other 
countries besides Egypt) is put into Benjamin’s sack. 
In hot haste, as if just aware of the theft, the steward 
of the vizier recalls them, and they are brought before 
Joseph. Judah, who now takes the precedence (cp. 
xliii. 3, 8), attempts no excuse, and accepts the doom of 
servitude for himself and his brethren. This strange mis- 
fortune must be the punishment of some unknown sin; 
‘God has found out the iniquity of thy servants’ (v. 16). 
Joseph, however, refuses to punish any one but the person 
with whom the bow] was found. A torturing moment has 
come ; the brothers feel for Benjamin as they ought formerly 
to have felt for Joseph. Judah makes a truly great speech, 
and entreats to be allowed to become Benjamin’s substitute 
(vv. 32, 33). 

The text has one strange peculiarity ; the interpolation 
of the returned money (v. 1 6 and 2a part). How strange, 
if the present text be correct, that the steward makes no 
mention of the corn-money on opening the sacks (v. 12)! 
Joseph’s bowl, or goblet, is of much interest. @ renders in 
v. 2 TO Kovdu TO apyupody ; the word x. also occurs in @ at 
Isa. li. 17, 22. Note that xovduv is not a native Egyptian 
word. Athenzus (xi. 55) defines it as rorjpiov AcateKdr, 
Nicomachus (ap. Athen.) as Persian, Pollux (vi. 96) as 
Cappadocian. The opinion of Nicomachus seems to be 
correct... Kandi or Kundfi is translated by Vullers ‘vas 


1 So the late Prof. Aufrecht, in a private letter. 
476 
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figlinum frumento recondendo. A friend, a native of 
Cumberland, informs me that in that county it used to be 
common to tell fortunes from the grounds of a tea-cup. 
The magic mirror of ink in modern Egypt is familiar (Lane, 
Mod. Egypt, i. 337 ff). 1 presume that a similar divining 
process was known in the N. Arabia of the Israelitish period. 
At any rate, the vessels of the ‘house of Yahweh’ included 
‘silver bowls of the Ishmaelites’ (Ezra i. 10; see p. 45 2, note 2). 
Joseph’s bow] (yn. ; Ezra has 715), too, was both Ishmaelitish 
(N. Arabian), and, by its use, sacred. See further Hunger, 
‘Becherwahrsagung bei den Babyloniern, in the Leipzig 
collection of studies called Semz¢t. Studzen, 1903.—Note by 
the way that in v. 4 the name of the city is not mentioned 
(cp. Driver on xlvi. 31). 


RECONCILIATION AND INVITATION 
(GEN. XLV. I-24) 


THE speech of Judah brings about a crisis. It has con- 
vinced Joseph that the selfishness of his brothers has 
been broken down, and that he can afford to throw off 
his disguise and give free vent to his feelings. Gently 
he relieves the mind of his brothers, and lifts them up to 
the height of God’s purpose. ‘It was not you that sent 
me hither, but God’ (wv. 8). He sends a loving message to 
his father by the brothers, and promises him and them a 
dwelling near himself in ‘the land of Goshen’ (J). Another 
source (E) states that the invitation came from the king, 
and describes the generous presents, laden with which the 
brethren departed on their way. The only detail on which 
we need pause is the arrangement for Jacob’s settlement in 
‘the land of Goshen’ (v. 10), the notice of which is due to 
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the Yahwist (J). It is usual to suppose that the district 
referred to was within the boundaries of Egypt. It is remark- 
able, however, that in xlv. 10 @ gives, for the ‘Goshen’ of 
MT., Tecew ’"ApaBias (cp. xlvi. 34, év yy Tecew “ApaBia; but 
in xlvii. 1, év y7 T'eceu).' This has been illustrated by the fact 
that in the Graeco-Roman period ’ApaSia was one of the 
twenty-three nomes into which the Delta region was divided ; 
its capital was Daxodoca. According to W. M. Miiller the 
"ApaBia of @ is not the Arabian nome, but a more eastern 
part of the Arabian dzstrict—the Wady et-Tumilat and its 
western vicinity east of Bubastus. ‘Goshen, in his opinion, 
represents a rare Egyptian name (Ksm) for the twentieth or 
western nome.” Similarly writes Spiegelberg,? who adds, 
however, that whether the older Hebrew sources (J and E) 
thought of this district cannot be proved with certainty, and 
that the later source (P) placed the seats of the Israelites in 
the ‘land of Ramses, the present Wady et-Tumilat. Such 
are the conjectures which at present appear to find the most 
favour.* 

Let us now see what can be said for the N. Arabian 
theory. First, as to the ’ApaSias appended by @ to Tecep, 
it seems to me a plausible view that it represents an original 
reading Wy. ‘Arabian Goshen’ is not a whit more peculiar 
than ‘ Arabian Kerith (or Ashhoreth’) in xxiii. 2 (see note) 
and elsewhere. The addition of yy may have been simply 
intended to distinguish this from any other Goshen. And 
now as to ‘Goshen’ (jt). There are four reasons why it is 
unwise to connect the name with the Egyptian Ksm, viz. 
(1) that though =g in the transcriptions is quite regular, 
s=w is not regular; (2) that the name Ksm is rarely 
found ;° (3) that P does not use the name jtpa, and yet can 
hardly be supposed to mean a different region from J and 
E ; and (4) that the same name (jw}) is given in Josh. x. 41, 
xi. 16 (® yAv Vooou), to a district in the region stated to 


1 Quite otherwise in xlvi. 28 (see note). 

2 FE. Bib., ‘Goshen,’ § 2. 

3 Der Aufenthalt Israels in Aegypten (1904), p. 52. 

4 Jensen, however (Gz/g.-efos, p. 152, note 4), thinks that our Goshen 
is =the Goshen in S. Palestine. 

5 (1) and (2) are derived from W. M. Miiller. 
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have been conquered by Joshua, and in Josh. xv. 51 to a 
city in the ‘mountains’ of Judah. As Miiller admits, it is 
plausible under the circumstances to seek for a ‘ Semitic or 
at least non-Egyptian origin’ of the name. Certainly ; but 
it will be vain to search any of the lexicons for the root. 
The key to jw is in the jw of 1 Chr. ii. 47, which is a 
Calebite, ze, N. Arabian name, and stands beside up (cp. 
‘Peleth, v. 33) and not far from on (=orn). Like ow 
(Neh. ii. 19) and yowa (Neh. ii. 6), it is a worn-down form of 
nw ;’ indeed, @* actually gives ynpowp. What, then, is 
wii, which is the essential part of the original name? Like 
wi, and like 2 in orn), it is but a variety of Imx. The 
names Gershon (xlvi. 11), Gershom (Ex. ii. 22), simply 
indicate that the tribe or (it might be) district which bears 
it belongs to the great body of Ashhurite clans or to the 
great region known as Ashhur-Yerahme’el. And since in a 
wide sense the land of Misrim was a part of Yerahme’el, and 
again in a narrower sense distinct from it, it is conceivable 
that Goshen (=Gershon) might be described either as 
within or without the region commonly known as Missor or 
Misrim. 

We are now able to consider the suggestion of Hugo 
Winckler,? adopted by his faithful follower A. Jeremias,® that 
the reference to ‘Goshen’ in Josh. x. 41, xi. 16, is interpo- 
lated, and that the interpolation is due to a learned reader 
who ‘knew’ that ‘Goshen’ and ‘Yarmuth’ were equivalent, 
and that the ‘Yarmuth’ spoken of in Josh. x. was the 
‘Yarimuta’ of the Amarna letters, which was the centre of 
a great corn district, and whose governor was Yanhamu (see 
p. 115, note 3). It is no doubt obvious that ‘all the land of 
Goshen’ in x. 41 is misplaced; and it may well be a gloss 
on some part of the specification inv. 40. But it is surely 
gratuitous to suppose that it is equivalent to ‘the land of 
Yarmuth. It is probable that there were several Yarmuths, 
for the word is simply a modification of Yarham.* In Josh. 
x. 3 Yarmuth is mentioned between Hebron and Lachish ; 


1 This is surely better than Noldeke’s derivation from the Arabic 
(gushamu, ‘stout’). Cp, Sinaitic 1owa, 13, and wn3, 

2 AOF iii. 215. 3 ATAO, p. 246, note 2. 

4 See &. Bib., ‘Jerimoth.’ 
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in xv. 35 with Adullam and Socoh. This ‘Yarmuth’ is 
clearly distinct from the place referred to in v. 51 as Goshen, 
and there is no sufficient reason to suppose that it was the 
‘Yarimuta’ of the Tell el-Amarna letters,’ or the ‘Goshen’ 
of the Joseph-story in Genesis. There may also, of course, 
have been several Goshens or Gershons. 


JACOB STARTS FOR MISRIM 
(GEN. XLV. 25-XLVI. I-5) 


JACOB hears the good news of Joseph, and determines 
to transfer himself and his family to Misrim. He is 
not, however, free from anxiety, and therefore offers 
sacrifices at the sanctuary of Beer-sheba, where Isaac 
had already built an altar (xxvi. 25), and Abraham had 
planted a sacred tree (xxi. 33; see note). The next 
question that arises is a religious one. By what title did 
Jacob address the divinity of the place or region? The 
text has pry) YAN tx, ‘to the god of his father Isaac.’ 
But we must regard this in the light of the results gained by 
a study of xxvi. 24, xxviii. 13, xxxi. 42, 53. In the very 
instructive account of the journey of Abraham’s servant 
there is a good reason for describing Yahweh as the God of 
Abraham (xxiv. 12, 27); the speaker owes his religious 
standing entirely to his master Abraham; he is also the 
patriarch’s representative in his quest for a wife for Isaac. 
Here, however, there is no sufficient reason for the phrase 
‘the god of his father Isaac, for as soon as Jacob had 
reached the suitable age he could claim the protection of 

1 This Yarimuta was, according to Marquart, in the Fayyim, a 


natural depression in the Libyan hills ; according to C. Niebuhr however, 
nearer to Palestine, in the east of the Delta. 
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the tribal or family god in his own right. We should there- 
fore read in v, I (as in the parallels) that Jacob sacrificed to 
the God of Ashhurite Arabia ((mtx ny). It may be noticed 
that in xlix. 25 (revised text) we find the blessing of ‘the 
God of Asshur’ invoked by Jacob upon Joseph. 


JACOB'S FAMILY (GEN. XLVI, 6-27) 


P’s very precise account (note ‘daughters’ and ‘sons’ 
daughters’) of the migration of Jacob into Misrim, fol- 
lowed by a list of his descendants (see Driver’s note, 
p- 365), which has evidently passed through various phases. 
Here we have only to consider the significance of the 
names. The results will confirm the view that the person- 
ages of the patriarchal legend are of N. Arabian origin. 
For ‘ Jacob’ see on xxv. 26; for Jacob’s sons, on xxix. 31- 
Rex 24, xx<xv, 1S: (2) Reuben. 1, That spam should 
be variously described as a Reubenite and (xxv. 4) a 
Midianite is not surprising, for the Reubenites occupied 
Midianite country (Josh. xiii. 21, PR), and Hanok is a pre- 
Israelite N. Arabian name (see on v. 17) where Hanok is the 
son of Kain = Kenites).—2. bp is a difficult name; it may, 
however, be connected with nba (cp. Num. xvi. 1, xxvi. 8)— 
3. ;RNM (cp. v. 12). From 137, a very early distortion of 
amr. Cp. amy, Ezek. xxvii. 18 (regional name); also 
xxiii. 8 (personal name); and mv, xxxvili. 30.—4. ‘07D, 
from ‘npr = ory (cp. on OTP, x. 30, xxix. 1). No wonder 
that such a name should also be Judahite. 

(6) Simeon. 1. 2. Sxyo> and po, both from Sxorm. 
Cp. on xxxv. 18 (pov), Num. xxvi. 12 (Ss101).— 3. TR ; cp. 
pow, Judg. iii, 15, and tw, 1 Chr. vii. 37. Perhaps from 

31 
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stm an, ze. ‘AT-M, ‘Arabia of Hadad.’—4. pr, probably 
from jor =5xorm. Seeon 1 K. vii. 21.—5. am. See on 
(a), 3—6. Sew. See on xxxvi. 37. 

(c) Levi. 1. pw. See on ‘Goshen, xlv. 10; ‘Gershom,’ 
Ex. ii. 22.2. map. Probably to be grouped with Synp> 
(Josh. xv. 38), sem (1 Chr. iv. 18), yapr (x. 25).—3. 11D. 
Gesenius, ‘bitter, unhealthy.’ Rather, like oO», N79», etc., a 
popular development of 59 = orn. 

(d@) Yehudah. 1-5. See on chap. xxxviii.m—6. JM. 
See(a) 3.7 ior Gp. on Sid.) Kav ae Senor, 
1 Chr, iv, 26: 

(e) Issachar. 1. ySyn. Probably from Sxnws = Soxnor 
=/pry smn, ‘Ashtar-Yerahme’el” See on iv. 25, and 
&. Bib., ‘Tola.—2. ma. See on yw, Ex. i. 15; Te, 
Judg. x. 1.—3. 2. Rather nm, as Num. xxvi. 24, 1 Chr. 
vii. 1; so Sam.,,@. Winckler (G/ ii. 68, note 3) connects 
Heb. yashib with the personal name YasSub-ilu (Ist Babylonian 
dynasty). But what is YasSub-ilu? Surely a modification 
of Yi8Sma’el. Cp. am and wn, often from ‘nw. The 
name was originally non-religious—4. row. Ow is a 
widely-spread clan-name ; cp. aw, Maw, Ww, Now. A 
certain Moabitess was called mow (2 Chr. xxiv. 26), while 
Shimri (1 Chr, iv. 37) is a Simeonite. The Shimron of 
Josh. xi, I, and perhaps even the }nw of Kings and the 
prow of Ezra, are N. Arabian place-names. 

(f/f) Zebulun. 1. TD. Obscure,—z. pox =pox (Judg. 
xii. 11), from pbs, where 5s, presumably, represents 
Sxnrmt.—So also does 3. Sxdm. Cp. Sx55mp, 1 Chr. iv. 
16; the bené Yehal. come after the bené Kaleb. Also 
bx55r0, v. 12. See E. Beb., ‘ Jahleel. 

g) Gad. 1. pres, in Num. xxvi. 15’ px; so Sam., G. 
From pias; see on xxxvi. 20, and cp. on mapy, xli. 45.— 
2. "WM. Ima widely-spread clan-name. Cp. 1am, Hag. i. 1 ; 
mar, 1 Chr viez03 man, 2 Stik 4, In 1,Ghr.. i 45: arth 
bené Hagabah and the bené Hagab are mentioned among 
names plainly N. Arabian. Is Hagab a fuller form of the 
name? Phoen. nm, nim; Palm. yam (Cooke, p. 276).— 
3. “nw. See on ‘Shunem,’ 1 S. xxviii. 4.—4. jaye ; Sam. 
Pesh. JyIsn. The original is doubtless PAY, z.2. Syyow (see 
above, Gad, 1). Num. xxvi. 16 gives ‘21x, another corruption 
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of ‘nw (see on Josh. xix. 34).—5. “y. Cp. on xxxviii. 3.— 
Gn; Num Xxvi017 ae. Cp. Tw, a 2 3 TAS, a 
Calebite name, 1 Chr. ii. 18 ; and see on 11x, Judahite place- 
name, Josh. xv. 3.—7. ‘Syn. Connected with 5six, Symon, 
Sap, Soy (cp. on xxxiv. 14), all of which come from 5xorn>. 
See Crit. Bid. on 2 S. xxiii. 20 (Ss, aN), Isa. xxix. 1 
(Sys 177). 

(2) Asher. 1. 7209; @*™ cape (cp. on xxxv. 18). 
Sée on yon, XXXvi. 12; noon, xxXXvill. 12—2. mw, and 
3. Nw. Probably the same clan-name. Cp. on w, I. S. 
xiv. 49.—3. My. Also an Ephraimite clan, 1 Chr. vii. 23; 
a Benjamite, 1 Chr. viii. 13, 16; a Levite, 1 Chr. xxiii. 10 f 
Comparing yw (for other parallels see on xiv. 2), ze. 
Ox iy, we may explain Ty] as =ymT Ny (yn, 1 Chr. 
ii. 34, =5xorm). In 1 Chr. vii. 23 f, Ephraim has a son 
myn. and a daughter 77Nw.—4. rn, the sister of the pre- 
ceding sons. Possibly=win (lsa. xvii. 9g), swon (Ezra 
ii. 52), DIM (Judg. i. 35), and, one may add, mm Nw (see 
preceding note). All these come from 1mtx.—5. 71n, also 
a Kenite name (Judg. iv. 11). To be grouped with arn, 
D1, PI; origin, omy.— 6. Sdn. q5n, as often, a form 
of Sxarm, which attained an independent existence, and 
received the formative ending 5x. Cp. Milkili in Am. Tab. 
In 1 Chr. vii. 31 this Malkiel has a son called mma, ze. not 
mt aya (Siegfr.-Stade), but ame Ty (cp. oT my from 
GMMWNA- Dy 2 Sp XV. 30). 

(2) Joseph. 1 and 2. Ephraim and Manasseh. See 
On <i .5 Tf, 

(2) Benjamin. 1. vox. See on xxxvi. 32, xiv. 2— 
2. 791, like 199 and Wn, may ultimately come from opr = 
aim. Cp. on mph, xxiv. 15 ; pra, Judg. iv. 6.— 3. Soon, like 
Syawe (1 Chr. viii. 33) and Saw (xxxvi. 20), from Sxyay.— 
4. xv. Also a Benjamite clan (Judg. iii. 15, etc., probably 
a N. Arabian story ; see Crzt. Bzb.)—5. yaya. See on chap. 
xxxvii. (Adonis-myth).’—6. ‘nx. In Num. xxvi. 38, ov, 
which may be the true reading ; ze. DIN TAM (cp. on DN, 
xvii. 5). 1 Chr. viii. I, 77M", an expansion of My, ze. 
aTIwN.—7. ODD we. See Gray, HPN, p. 35. The 


1 Cp. the name of the Canaanite city Yenuamu = Yinuamma (Am. 
Mabe Azo): 
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evidence points to ‘ Ahiram, Shephupham,’ instead of ‘ Ehi, 
and Rosh, Muppim.’ Another form of the second name is 
‘Shuphamite, Num. xxvi. 39; cp. ‘Shepham, Num. 
xXxxiv, 40; “Shiphmite? 4° Chr xxvil. 27.50 *“Shuppim, 
1 Chr. vil. 12>}, 9Siphmoth,..1/S. xxx. 28. All these names; 
in their contexts, seem to point to N. Arabia. See &. 5z6., 
‘Shepham.’—8. oan. Num. xxvi. 39, opm; 1 Chr. viii. 5, 
piin.—9. Tx. See on‘ Arodi, Gad 6. 

(2) Dan. own. In 1 Chr. vii. 12 om appears to be 
a son of 7mx. But the text is in disorder. Originally own 
was a son of Dan. In Num. xxvi. 42 ‘Hushim’ becomes 
‘Shuham.’ The original of these may be 7mtjx (cp. on mit, 
xxv.2). ..Notethathin- 1.-Chrevii, 12, saiter, own, comes 
qx 072, where 122 should probably be ‘2a (Klost.) and ansx 
comes from 7mwn. 

(m) Naphtali. 1. Sxxm. Perhaps from Sxpmy; pny 
(see on xvii. Ig) probably comes from pmw, and this from 
Imwx.—2. NI occurs as a gentilic in Num. xxvi. 48, and 
should: be, read; for: "333, int. Chr-=xt. 9342 (Seen ee 
‘Guni, ‘Jashen, and Crzt. Bzb. p. 362, where a southern 
‘En-gannim’ is assumed, and this name connected with 
“Guni—3.. 918; Cp: es), a Levite mame, 1) Chr exxvane 
Perhaps from 77x, a Levite name, Ex. vi. 18, etc., probably 
from -mpr.—4. od5m. Sam. ow. A member of the 
narrower Ishmael-group. See on 2 K. xv. 10, and £#. Bud., 
‘ Shallum,’ 


ISRAEL'S MEETING WITH JOSEPH 
(GEN. XLVI. 28-34) 


THE climax is at hand. The narrative, which is J’s, 
connects with v. 56. P’s account of Jacob’s arrival is 
in vv. 6,7. We learn from v. 28 that Israel (so J) sends 
Judah (who has well proved his fidelity both to Jacob and 
to Joseph) before him with this object—yab5 mond 
mwi, ze. literally, ‘to give a direction before him towards 
Goshen’ The subject to 75 is omitted; most presume 
that Joseph is intended. Sam. and Pesh., however, read 
min, where the subject will still be Joseph. But y25d 
is not natural; we should expect ~5x, as in yox NT, 
v. 29. @ gives cuvayticat adté xaW’ “Hpwav modu eis yhv 
Papecon.. This has been learnedly and acutely explained 
by Lagarde,” but not correctly. Nor can I venture to retain 
my own former reading nN TEN (cp. p. 479), which is too 
conjectural. And yet some place-name positively must 
underlie maym>. Can we not recover it? Surely there are 
cases enough in which 77x and mame are deprived of 
the initial syllable. If, then, a place-name is wanted, and if 
ovxn is the N. Arabian Musri, it is difficult to suggest any 
other name but naimwr. That the city of Joseph and of 
the king is without a name, has already been noted. Now, 
however, we see what the name of the city really was— 
Ashhoreth; which accords well with the theory that ‘Goshen’ 
comes ultimately from Ashhuran. The second yin is a 
dittograph ; 721 may perhaps be a gloss. 

On receiving Judah’s tidings, Joseph makes ready his 


1 © omits eis yqv Pop. both in xlvi. 28 and in xlvii. IT. 
2 Gott. gel. Anzeigen, 1890, p. 119 (justifying @’s Heroopolis). 
3 &. Bib., col. 2587, note 4. 


485 


486 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


chariot (cp. on xli. 43), and ‘goes up’ to the higher ground 
of Goshen to meet his father. A pathetic word of Israel to 
Joseph is followed by a clever speech of Joseph to his 
brethren. He will request from the king that they may be 
allowed to dwell in Goshen (for parallels from the Egyptian 
monuments see Driver, p. 372), and mentions the ground on 
which he will base his petition. ‘The men are shepherds,’ 
and in Goshen the cattle of the king are fed (cp. xlvii. 6 6). 
The brethren themselves are to support this statement when 
presented to the king. All this seems to us rather overdone, 
but the narrator had an object—to account for the residence 
of the Hebrews in the frontier province. The two clauses 
YT pd War » (v. 32) and 41 oO YD Mayin—? (v. 34) seem 
to be later insertions, possibly due to a redactor, who under- 
stood oyxy to mean ‘Egyptians’ (v. 34) and thought that 
the Egyptians really had a religious abhorrence for 
shepherds ; the statement in xliii. 32 is quite different. 


LEAVE TO DWELL IN GOSHEN 
(GEN. XLVII. 1-4, 6 0) 


JOSEPH reports the arrival of his father and his brothers 
in Goshen, and ‘from the whole number of his brothers 
takes five men’ (to present them to the king)—can this 
be right? Following the precedent of xix. 4, we may 
probably hold 7p to be a corruption of some form of 
TTDN (cp. on pm). Wx would be a gloss on jyq9 pN[y]. 
We may then venture to read mp> yonny, ‘and from his 
brothers he took, etc., which is quite natural. The section 
belongs to JE. 


SETTLEMENT OF ISRAEL 
(GEN, XLVIE: 5, Od: 7-1 tae2 7.0, 20) 


P’s account of the presentation of Jacob to the king, of 
the settlement of Israel, of the duration of Jacob’s time 
in Misrim, and of his age at his death. It is note- 
worthy that the land assigned to the immigrants is described 
as ‘the best part of the land, and designated not Goshen, 
but ‘the land of pony (cp. @ in xlvi. 28; see above). 
What, then, is pony1?—In Ex. i. 11, xii. 37, Num. 
Sox, 3,°5,,no doubt it is the —name of, a Misrite 
city, built by the forced labour of the Israelites. And 
so too it is here; the ‘land of Raamses, means the 
district which had Raamses for its capital. According to 
Professor Petrie, the mound of ruins known as Tel er 
Retabeh, eight miles distant from Naville’s Pithom, is a 
thoroughly suitable site for the ‘store-city’ of Raamses. It 
is true the place was not actually built by Rameses II. ; 
indeed, there are twelve to fifteen feet of ruins beneath the 
buildings of the eighteenth and nineteenth dynasties. But 
Rameses II. was a great builder here; the temple erected by 
him still exists in part. If Rameses II. was the ‘Pharaoh of 
the oppression, why should not the Israelites have been 
made to build magazines or store-houses for him? And 
why should not the place have been then called Raamses? 
But this is all conjectural, and it is very strange that the 
name of the oppressive king, as well as that of the city 
where the Israelites laboured, should not have been recorded 
as Raamses. ‘Raamses,’ be it observed, is a name which 
admits of more than one interpretation. Moreover, if the 
‘land of Raamses’ means what Petrie and his predecessors 


1 Hyksos and Israelite Cities (1906), p. 28. 
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think, there is an anachronism. Joseph, as we are assured, 
lived long before Rameses IJ. I venture, therefore, to offer 
another explanation of the name Raamses,’ which I take to 
be a compound name of a place and region near the frontier 
of the kingdom of Misrim or Musri. What suggested the 
idea was the closing syllable (as one may most naturally 
hold it to be) pp,? which, like Di>, ww, and wow, is a very 
possible representative of Spawn (see on xvi. 15). Accept- 
ing this, we now understand yn, which is a popular 
form of Dix (the southern Aram). Thus Ra‘am-sus, as we 
may perhaps vocalise, will mean ‘ Aram-Ishmael, a name 
equally possible for a district and for a city. Cp.mapq, x. 7 
(son of Kush, the brother of Misrim), and Ma»7 (= 177 oN), 
Neh. viii. 7. That ‘Raamses’ is equivalent to ‘Ramessu’ is 
neither proved, nor, in my opinion, probable. 


PROGRESS OF THE FAMINE 
(GEN. XLVII. 13-26) 


THIS section was perhaps originally the continuation of 
chap. xli. (Dillm.). Its present position is due to chrono- 
logical considerations. In wv. 18 the narrator speaks 
of the second year, while chap. xlii. relates to the first 
year of the famine. The references in vv. 13, 14, 15 to 
‘the land of Canaan’ are of course insertions, rendered 


1 See Z. Bib., ‘Rameses’ (appended remark). } 

* Cp. on Isa. Ixvi. 20, Zech. xiv, 15, Ezra ii. 66 (ow) ; [iJew, 1 Chr. 
li. 34, etc, ; ‘00D, 1 Chr. i1. 40; and for wow, cp. ‘ema, and Samsi, queen 
of Aribu (KAZ, p. 256). ‘noo has been rightly connected with the 
Phoenician opp (Cooke, pp. 62, 81), but when Ed. Meyer suggests 
(Z. Bzb., col. 3747) ‘perhaps siisim, horses,’ and Cooke (p. 62) that 
noo was ‘a foreign deity, introduced, like Osiris and Horus, from Egypt,’ 
one must beg for a reconsideration of these scarcely tenable views. 
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necessary by the new context of the section. The object 
of the story is usually supposed to account for the fact 
that the soil of Egypt was almost entirely in the hands of 
the king, the land of the priests alone being exempt from 
taxation.’ The statements have some affinity to those of 
Herodotus (ii. 10g) and Diodorus (i. 73), which may have 
had a similar origin. At the same time it must be noticed 
that the details here given by the narrator are not confirmed 
by the Egyptian inscriptions. That by the time of the 
New Empire the landed property had ‘passed out of the 
hands of the old families into the possession of the Crown 
and the great temples’® is certain, but the details of the 
process by which this state of things arose have not come 
down to us. 

The question, however, must be faced. Is the text of 
xlvii. 13-26 altogether in its original state? That the 
style is awkward and marred by repetitions, is evident ; 
Holzinger plausibly infers that more than one hand has 
been concerned in the composition. But no scholar has yet 
inquired whether the original passage may not have referred 
to the N. Arabian Musri rather than to Misraim. The 
words which specially suggest such a view are in v. 26, my 
ton. Our English lexicon (BD£) finds nothing better to 
do than to follow Dillmann. ‘Read perhaps wn (Pesh.), 
or wom> (G). But is there any good in tinkering such an 
expression? Surely not. If we read wand we must change 
its position ; it has no business to stand after myips. Add 
to this that in xli. 34 ‘9 pax-ne worn is equally suspicious. 
If the general view of the passage is right, why is it not 
year? In connexion with this let it be noticed that tion 
and wr (verb. denom.) occur nowhere else, and that mwoan 
inebx xiiets, Josh: « 14, iv. £2, judg. viis« 11, and also 
pent in ot Ko xviii, 13, 2Ksi 9-14, and Isa. iil. 3,? is 
most probably a contraction of paw or pw,” the 
fighting men of Ashhur-Yerahme’el (or Aram-Ashhur) being 


1 Erman, Life in Ancient Egypt, p. 103. 2 Ibid. p. 102. 

3 Stade (7ZZ, 1894, p. 68) would read here owdn w, and so 
Winckler in 2 K. 1. 9, etc. (Kvzt. Schriften, ii. 22). 

4 > may be a fragment of 07, just as 2 often is of 32Y (see on 
* Besaleel,”s Ex. xxxi. 2). 


490 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


specially famed for their warlike energy and discipline (cp. 
Isa. xiv. 31, Joel ii. 7). It is true own does not figure 
in the lexicons; neither does pwonr (=Aram-Ashhur) or 
yw (see on xv. 2), whence comes the familar wo (see on 
x. 2). It should also be noticed that in Num. xxxii. 7 we 
meet with own, a still shorter form of owmo. The 
alternative is to read, for ownn, DOWN, comparing Ps. 
Ixviii. 32, where o2NwM and onyDd are brought into close 
connexion ; yawn, like jas in Num. xiii. 22, is a distorted, 
worn-down form of ‘om amr. It is therefore probable 
that whatever is said in xli. 33-36 and xlvii. 13-26 respect- 
ing a yearly tax of one-fifth on the produce of the land is 
due to a misunderstanding of won on the part of the editor. 
In xlvii. 26, for ‘M5 ’pnS we should read mand av, ‘with 
reference to Arabia, with reference to Aram-Ashhur, two 
explanatory glosses on the preceding word oyyn. And in 
xli. 34, worm has come from mwa x, ‘that is, Ramshah 
(Aram-Ashhur).’ The following words ’» pox-mN are 
redactional. 


JOSEPH'S OATH »TO ISRAEL 
(GEN. XLVIl. 126 3154)) 


ISRAEL desires to be buried in Canaan, not in Misrim. 
The Hebrew phrase, however, is not without difficulty. 
‘Carry me out of Misrim, and bury me in their burying- 
place’ (v. 30). This is supposed to contrast with 1. 5, 
‘in my grave which I have digged for myself 05 n> 7x) 
in the land of Canaan, there bury me.’ Hence Well- 
hausen (CH, p. 62) holds that the text of xlvii. 30 (J) 
was altered by R out of regard to the cave of Makpelah 
in P (xlix. 29-32). The problem admits, however, of 
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a more adequate solution. The key lies in the observa- 
tion that my in 1 K. xvii. 3 and mp in xxiii. 2 both 
represent the same place-name, most probably mmx, 
and that in the latter passage the reference is to the spot 
where Abraham purchased land for a burying-place. It is 
now easy to see what must underlie % xn9 in |. 5. That 
this reading is wrong, ought to be plain. There is no 
record elsewhere of Jacob’s having digged for himself a 
grave in the land of Canaan; the grave referred to must be 
that which receives such elaborate mention in chap. xxiii. 
In short, >> sn4> WN must come from % mamex[d] TDR, 
and %5 must be a miswritten form of 5x», ze. Seorm (5 and 
5 often represent 5x). There is therefore no real discrep- 
ancy between xlvii. 30 and |. 5. ‘In their burying-place’ 
= ‘in my grave which is in Ashhoreth-Yerahme’el.’ 

After Joseph had solemnly sworn to carry out this 
command, Jacob, we are told, ‘ prostrated himself we-by 
mam. In the |, 1 K. i. 47, we have simply awor-by. 
Why, in our passage, is TMT wx given instead of Tuam? 
Holzinger suggests that a teraphim may have been placed 
at the head of the bed, so that Jacob bowed himself (as far 
as was possible) towards (Sy) the teraphim. A simpler 
solution is preferable. Plainly we should read ar wiy-dy, 
fons the couch ‘of thei bed’ ;- cp, “Ps. cxxxit. 35 ni. 
The reading nua (@, Pesh.) is wrong, in spite of the 
Egyptological illustration offered by Chabas, on which see 
E. Bib., col. 4779, with note 1. 


BLESSINGS OF JACOB (GEN. XLVIII. 13-22) 


FIRST, Jacob, contrary to Joseph’s intention, lays his right 
hand on the younger brother’s head. On ytrns 52p in 
v. 14 Driver remarks, ‘The rendering of the text (lit. 
prudentes fecit manus suas: so Ges.) is best; that of the 
margin [crossing his hands] is adopted by most moderns,’ 
but the philological justification from the Arabic is 
questionable. This means going back to Onkelos. But, 
as Dillmann remarks, 599 =S wm is unknown, and after 
this we should expect »»ma. Remembering that the place- 
name 5>wyx is a compound of shorter forms of Ox and 
Sxorm (see on xiv. 13), we must admit the probability that 
Sop (like wp> in Am. vii. 1) has the same origin. Glosses 
often intrude into the text at a good distance from the 
word or words to which they refer. Probably 55wx was 
given in the margin as a gloss on the district-name in v. 22 
(see below). wrnx will then represent another gloss, viz. 
Ten. 

Vv.15 f Next, Jacob blesses Joseph; three times he 
names his divine Benefactor. The third time he calls him 
qxd0r7; before, he had said ovtbnn. sx5n07, then, should 
mark the climax. But how can this be? Sam. reads 77, 
which Geiger adopts” (altered to avoid resemblance to 
an idol-god). Much more probably, following precedents 
(see on! xvi. 7, -xxxii. 23° 7.), we” should “restores for 
qnd07, Sxor. The N. Arabian god Yerahme’el has 
become the second person in a divine duad or triad, and 
the representative of Yahweh in affairs requiring a direct 
divine manifestation to men. To Jacob in his present 
mood the recollection of the interpositions of this gracious 


' © evadrAdAa€ tas yetpas ; so Pesh. Probably a guess. 
* Urschrift und Uebersetzungen der Bibel (1857), p. 308. 
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Redeemer gave an exquisite pleasure. That the Arabian 
Yerahme’el corresponds to the Babylonian Marduk, we 
have seen already. Cp. Winckler, AOF xxi. 464, ‘The 
“delivering angel” is the conqueror of the monster, ze. the 
morning star, Nebo-Marduk,’ 

Vv. 21 f. A further blessing addressed to Joseph. Not 
only will God bring back Jacob’s descendants to the land of 
their fathers, but Jacob himself already solemnly assigns 
a special region to Joseph. In the description of this 
allotment there are three serious difficulties :—(1) tmx odd. 
Some ancient authorities (Pesh., Onk., Saad.) explain now 
‘portion. So, too, virtually Tuch, who thinks that the 
double tribe of Joseph is to have a double share of 
territory, ow (like 4ND) meaning, first, ‘shoulder,’ and then 
‘tract of country. Most moderns, however, insist that p>w, 
if interpreted on the analogy of 4m) (Isa. xi. 14,' Josh. xv. 8), 
must mean ‘ridge, ‘mountain-tract, and find in it an 
allusion to the northern Shechem, which is on the lower 
slopes of Mt. Gerizim. But is any one of these views 
acceptable? Prejudice apart, who would dream of translat- 
ing 4x ow either ‘one portion, or ‘one tract of country,’ 
or ‘one ridge’? (2) poavSy. According to Konig (Synz. 
§ 308 2), 5» seldom means ‘more than’? (3) nnpd. Is 
this the historic or the prophetic perfect? Dillmann, Holz., 
Driver, etc., are for the former, Del. and Strack for the 
latter. To both views there are objections. If ’5 is the 
prophetic perfect, we must suppose that Jacob identifies 
himself with his descendants in the future conquest of 
Shechem. It is difficult, however, to imagine Jacob doing 
this, nor is it easy to reconcile the implied assumption with 
the historical tradition. For most scholars will accept 
Robertson Smith’s inference from the narrative in Judg. ix. 
that ‘Shechem remained Canaanite till its destruction by 
Abimelech ; then it became Hebrew, but not by any Israelite 
victory, for Abimelech and his mercenaries were not a 
Hebrew party.’ * 


1 Here, however, 4n2 should be 1n53 (Kaphtor). See on x. 14. 

2 One of the passages quoted (xlix. 26a) cannot be pressed, the 
text being on other grounds corrupt. 

3 Theol. Tijdschr., 1886, p. 198. 
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But, on the other hand, there are great difficulties in 
following the favourite opinion, represented by Dillmann. 
If there really were an early tradition that Jacob conquered 
Shechem, it is not likely that a narrative so flattering to 
Israelitish pride would have wholly disappeared. The 
statements of the Jewish Haggada (see Jubilees xxxiv. I-9 
in Charles’s edition) cannot be taken in lieu of this. Kuenen, 
therefore, has some excuse for inserting x> before snmp. 
But, as Robertson Smith remarks, the expression thus pro- 
duced is ‘not very elegant’ ;* in fact, no unprejudiced judge 
could for a moment accept it. 

Let us now seek to adopt a fresh point of view. Here 
are two combinations of letters, tmx oow and rowdy. 
Having failed to explain them on the assumption that the 
letters are perfectly right and that nothing has been dropped, 
let us study them in the light of the theory of ‘recurrent 
types of textual corruption. Now four points among others 
have emerged from the new study of the text to which this 
theory has given rise. (1) 02m belongs to the same group 
of names—for p>w, ‘shoulder,’ no longer comes into considera- 
tion—as 7wo and pwn (see on ‘ Meshek,’ x. 2); it is, in fact, 
a modification of o73w, which comes from Jw, 2.2. 77WR-DN. 
(2) 1x, like ams, may represent a district-name, viz. mw. 
(3) 5y or 5x, like Sy» and 5x, may represent either sar> 
or Sxvow. (4) A final J (see on Tran, xlix. 4, 25) may 
have come from 4, so that JmN may represent wx. Let 
us attempt the application of these results to the present 
passage. The sense produced is as follows: ‘And I give 
unto thee Shakram [Ashhur, Yerahme’el-Ashhur].” The 
words in square brackets are glosses, and quite correct ones. 
Jacob regards Joseph as the wpopayos of the Israelites (cp. 
on xlix. 24), and assigns the land of the patriarchs, ze. 
Ashhur-Aram or Ashhur-Yerahme’el, to Joseph in the first 
instance. 

But this is only the first part of the verse. There 
follows ‘which I took out of the hand of the Amorite with 
my sword and with my bow. How improbable this reading 
is, we have already seen. ‘Two questions then arise—(a) as 
to ‘nwpN “3, and (4) as to *nmps. (a) Experience shows 


1 Op. cit., 1880, p. 271. 2 Op. cit., 1886, p. 197. 
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that apparently superfluous or unsuitable words, such as 
these, often arise out of corruptly written place- or district- 
names, and that an initial 1 is often a relic of ay (see on 
‘ Besaleel, Ex. xxxi. 2). We can now see into “mn and 
‘nypn. The former word most probably comes from oy 
or, ‘Yarhamite Arabia, and the latter (through pwn, cp. 
Mpw-ay, 2 K. xviii. 17) from >mws wy, ‘ Ashhurite Arabia,’ 
These two phrases are meant as glosses on owDw. (0) As 
to nnp, it has already been remarked that it must have 
been Joseph, not Jacob, who was to be the conqueror of 
Shakram. Read therefore nmp>, and (probably) ‘ox, 
‘Arammite’ (cp. on xiv. 13). 


pHE FORTUNES OF THE TRIBES (GEN, XLIx.) 


A SERIES of poetic descriptions of the characteristics and 
fortunes of the tribes of Israel in the form of blessings 
and curses uttered by the aged patriarch; a parallel 
to it is the ‘Blessing of Moses’ in Dt. xxxiii. Unfor- 
tunately, the text as it stands is often corrupt, and the 
methods used by most critics are unequal to the strain 
put upon them. I have myself endeavoured to supplement 
the old and inadequate methods by more or less new ones. 
The text has thus become much simpler and smoother, and 
that mysteriousness which Gunkel notes as a characteristic 
of the sayings has largely passed away. We now know, 
or at least seem to know, who were the actors in the 
supposed future events. The non-mention of the ethnic 
names of those actors was not due to the attempt at an 
obscure, oracular style, but was the natural consequence of 
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the corruption or perhaps deliberate alteration of the original 
text, as when ‘Ishmael’ becomes shemen, ‘oil’; ‘ Yavan, 
yayin, ‘wine’; ‘Ashkar, serékah, ‘a choice vine. The 
ethnic names ave mentioned, and only too frequently for 
our taste. We must remember, however, that our task is 
not necessarily in harmony with that of the original Hebrew 
poet, and that the ethnics assume various forms, so that 
there was not so much real monotony or irksome repetition 
as, for the sake of intelligibility, I have been obliged to use 
in my translation. And what, briefly expressed, is the 
result here arrived at? It is that the period to which the 
sayings in Gen. xlix. refer is that of the conquest of the 
N. Arabian border-land, and of the original settlement of 
the tribes there. 

It is, for us, a fortunate circumstance that a later hand 
has inserted a number of glosses which illustrate the ethnic 
names in the text, and, generally speaking, confirm the 
view here taken of the songs. It is only of late years that 
critics have become fully alive to the intrusion of glosses 
into the text. I do not think that the amount of gloss- 
matter in Gen. xlix. has been realised by my predecessors, 
and still less do I think that they have made the glosses 
out correctly. 

I am quite prepared to be told that I am blind to the 
evidences of the high antiquity of the sayings, chief 
among which is precisely the frequent hardness and obscurity 
of the text. It may further be said that the hardness and 
obscurity is not greater than that of many parts of the 
N. Semitic inscriptions. To this I would reply that, as it 
seems to me, the epigraphic readings referred to have 
often not been treated with sound critical judgment. I 
even suspect that when we have learned to apply a 
keener criticism to the old Hebrew texts we shall find 
ourselves somewhat better qualified to deal with the 
difficulties of the inscriptions. Professor Giesebrecht may 
perhaps call this /ugendlechkezt. If it is, so much the better. 
I trust that many youthful workers may follow where I have 
led, and succeed wherever I have failed. 

Zimmern (ZA vii. 161-172), who has so often thrown 
fresh light on the Biblical writings, has attempted to show 
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that the sayings on the twelve tribes originally corresponded 
to the twelve signs of the zodiac, and that for some of them 
this can be fully made out. It is certainly probable that 
the theory that there were twelve tribes is connected with 
the zodiac, but it does not follow from this that the series 
of sayings on the tribes must contain intentional references 
to the twelve signs. And, as it seems to me, both Zimmern 
and his able followers Stucken’ and Winckler® have been 
too venturesome in constructing a theory before the Hebrew 
text had been at all adequately criticised. That Zimmern’s 
textual criticism is satisfactory will hardly be asserted after 
C. J. Ball’s examination,? nor can A. Jeremias* hope to 
win much praise except for ingenuity. 

Those who reject the N. Arabian clue may perhaps be 
referred to my article on the Blessings of Asher, Naphtali, 
and Joseph, in the Proceedings of the Society of Bzrblical 
Archeology, June 1899, which, at any rate, seems to repre- 
sent, however imperfectly, a necessary stage of progress 
towards truth. In the following new restoration inserted 
words (glosses) are given at the foot of the page. 


MN 12 JANN ®) Reuben! thou art my first-born, 
SN WNT TD My might, the first-fruits of my 
vigour ; 
snox-by orn ne Thou didst break forth as water 
upon Ashtar, 


° any maa nydr Didst swallow up the dwellings of 
. Arabia. 
one nd) pynw ©)Simeon and Levi are brothers, 
onoN Joon yd 2x They have torn in pieces Hamsak 


of the Askartites. 
wa? Nan-by oTD2 Into their council let not my soul 


come, 
paar) ton-5x obapa To their assembly let not my mind 
be united. 
“OR IT DANI For in their anger they have slain 
Asshur, 


1 «Ruben im Jakobssegen,’ MVAG, 1902, pp. 166 / 
2? AOF xxi. 465 f- 
3 Genesis (in SBOT), pp. 114-116. 4 ATAO, pp. 248 f. 
5 Seynw snus 6 Sxony myn nd$n 7 -nwx 
32 
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[omrava] Sxynw ea) 
1y 1 DDN TN 


Twp 1 on) 
apy [pyow] poms 
Sena [nb] pas 
pas PY wh 
Tope any-Sy t> 


TT 7S 2 
mSy 222 FIND 


TN? pI yD 
say s2dy 
TM) pis MorNdS 
YTD pI ppaD 


ao py TY 
> orp» mw 9d) 


> Sxypw a way 
mw *paviy op 


war °° oar 
nya prs Ssor> 


Seam [yp] wD 
ONY pl wD 


nw) TAD NM 


Tay? PANT) 
Sxpow moowo omy 


1 any 33a 9 none 


2 sawxbdr vy aad nex 
4 (y, 13) DYoNONY joe 33> ON Oyo ONdps 


{In their fury] Arabia of Ishmael. 
Cursed be their anger, for it was 
HeLCes 
And their fury, for it was cruel : 
I will divide [Simeon] in Jacob, 
I will scatter [Levi] in Israel. 
‘Judah ! thy brethren praise thee ; 
Thy hand is on the neck of thine 
enemies. 
Judah is a lion’s whelp ; 
From the prey, my son, thou hast 


gone up. 

He bowed down, he couched as a 
lion, 

As a fierce lion, who will rouse 
him ? 


(The champion shall not remove 
from Judah, 
Nor the marshal from amidst his 
bands, 
Until he treadeth down Shiloh, 
And to him the peoples pay 


homage. 
”e shall subdue the sons of 

Ishmael, 
Rekem of the Sibe‘onites he shall 

destroy. 


“3)Z7ebulun shall subdue Rehob, 
Yerahme’el of Sidon he shall cut 
off. 
“) Tskar— [his hire is] Yerahme’el, 
He shall gather grapes amidst the 
Sephathites : 
“5) He saw that his resting-place was 
good, 
And that the land was pleasant, 
So he overthrew the dwellings of 
Ishmael, 
3 jons 723 


De Esp? 6 ene am Nn 


1 
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say Seve 
yo pT 


Set) Daw Iman 
sraoSy ord pT 
min %Sy JDDY 

DID “Apy JwIT 
‘sms yas San 
WHY WAT 


Dap TH NM 


\porn mlw 7wr 
Seam? MaDe aN 


Syow mx ~Snp2 
sath Syom noon 
DY MN 

2 y7by MIDN 722 
ody wD) 

on coy IND 
ManwrR moor nw 
om? I AW 
quip 24° Syprp aK 


rir wr Ss 


byp pow nD 
™ ann nan own? 


Ny WT m7. 


ny nnwe nay wd 


4 soySsyow 


ona mw ‘92 
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And Ishmael came into vassalage. 
“Dan shall bring redress to his 
people, 
Against Ashhur he shall right 
Israel. 
“Tet Dan be a serpent on the way, 
A viper on the path, 
Which biteth the horse’s hoofs, 
So that its rider falleth backward. 
@)Gad—a troop shall troop upon 
him, 
But he shall troop upon. their 
heel. 
(9) 4 sher—Shunemah is his portion, 
He shall seize the castles of 
Yerahme’el. 
@)Naphtali is a lion robbed of his 
whelps, 
He shall break to pieces the castles 
of Yerahme’el. 
”) Joseph hath built up Ephrath, 
Built up Ephrath by Enan. 
®3)The Arabians sorely vexed him, 
The archers gave him provocation. 
But he destroyed the castles of 
Ashhart, 
And burned the strongholds of 
Yarham. 
@5)May the Steer of Yerahme’el help 
thee, 
May the God of Asshur bless 
thee— 
With blessings of the heaven above, 
Of the ocean which coucheth 


beneath, 

COWith blessings of the mountains 
of Arabia, 

2 awe dy ays mia 3 apy’ “vax 

5 benw vax 6 nova 

8 


Syony vax ‘32 
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Seam myn nN Products of the hills of Yerah- 
. me’el ! 
D1 wrid pn Let it be on the head of Joseph, 
Tax 13 apIp> On the crown of the head of the 


prince among his brethren. 
mw ant pow © Benjamin is a wolf that teareth, 
ty Sox mp a2 In the morning he eateth the prey, 
bow pom avd) At even he divideth the spoil. 


V.3. A singular fate befell the blessing of Reuben. 
The later view was no doubt that expressed in 1 Chr. v. I, 
‘for he (Reuben) was the firstborn; but, forasmuch as he 
had defiled his father’s couch, his birthright was given to 
the sons of Joseph, the son of Israel’ This view of 
Reuben’s forfeiture of his privilege in consequence of a 
moral offence, is based on the MT. of xxxv. 21 f (J), and 
is also presupposed in the MT. of xlix. 4. We have 
already, however, found reason to criticise and correct the 
text of xxxv. 22, and the same course must be pursued 
both here and in Dt. xxxiii. 6.1 In neither of the two 
latter passages (when duly criticised) is there any sign of a 
eurse, just-as little as, in the true. text, of Gen xxxyv, 22; 
there is any event recorded which is otherwise than creditable 
to Reuben.—Observe that v. 3 is not really a trimeter. 
Nor may we, with W. R. Smith (Kzuship, p. 272), and 
Gunkel (Schopf. p. 33), take am as parallel to imp. The 
difficulties of the current explanations of v. 3 6 are, in fact, 
insuperable. Experience justifies us in saying at once that 
qm (like wm», see p. 40, note 3) comes from nw = Nw, 
and that ’x also underlies the untranslatable mew, while 
W, like sida in, t..K.. vii. 29, Ruth dia onieing }odeaae 
25, and I), Judg. ix. 28, represents Sxypnm. am is 
dittographed. 


V. 4. wm cannot be right. It ought to mean ‘ wanton- 


' In Dt. Zc. read >xyowra jasn om; v. 68 contains an useful gloss, 
ons ‘ow xn, ‘that is, Ishmael of the Sarephathites’ For no~dx 
compare Snnx, 1 S. x. 11, etc., for Sxyne; similarly yn = on = 
‘pu’. "BoD = 07D; cp. mpd and wo-nsp, where w»o= 15x. For the diffi- 
culties of interpreters of MT. see Dillmann and Driver, and on the 


supposed reference of v. 64 to Simeon (@4") see Hogg, EF. B26., 
‘Simeon,’ § 3. 
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ness’ (so BDB; cp. Aram.); the sense of ‘ bubbling over’ 
is not sufficiently proved. But ‘ wantonness’ does not suit, 
and the verses favour the second person. Having in mind 
2 S. v. 20, one is led to expect mtp.—amn-dx (‘cause 
not to remain’) is easily corrected. We naturally expect 
the name of the people which felt the violence of Reuben’s 
attack. Read anwa-Sy (see on xxxv. 22).—rmSy » should 
be parallel to n5$nm; read nyb2, which involves reading 
ma2wo for Dw, and my for wi (cp. nT, Lam. iii. 56, 
for "nTMY). TIX must, of course, be corrected as elsewhere 
(see on xxviii. 13), and 1x as in iv. 26. Judg. v. 19; read 
‘My (dittographed). my, too, is plainly wrong (see Ball); 
Lagarde proposes mm52, Reuben m5. From our point 
of view, however, ‘didst swallow up the dwellings of Arabia’ 
must be parallel to ‘didst profane the tent-curtains of 
Yerahme’el, zc. for my read some form of Synm. One 
or the other of these lines is a gloss. 

In v. 5a@ it is needless to point ok (Ball and Mar- 
quart), a doubtful word in Isa. xiii. 21. Simeon and Levi 
form one of those pairs of friendly brothers which are 
familiar to us in legend (originally the Gemini). In 8 the 
text is corrupt ; for the contending explanations see Dillmann. 
Plainly the line ought to close with some ethnic; oynN720 
therefore must be wrong. orm, ‘ Kerethites, would suit 
Cpin oO.) xxXxXs 14) yewerel it’ not for the unitial’n, (So; at 
least one may be tempted to say. But the initial o has 
probably come from Dp; read orm DDN, ze. IMDN, ‘the Ash- 
hartites:; “Cp. on xxili:.20- oon. (as Am. vi. 3 and2in; the 
Pss.) has probably come from Joon” (or mp), Ze. On 
smn, and Sy or 159 (see @) from vSav. Cp. Ass. akdlu, 
‘to tear in pieces’ (hence dkzlu, of the wolf). 

UeOneRoint) “30s in. théeyPsssi for! 1715 so -“Dillms 
Ball, Buhl, Gunkel. p2x02 from p2w-dny, orw being one of 
the corruptions of ‘pm. Cp. on ywon (xiv. 2). wr, as 
often, comes from wr, py (like [Phpy) most probably 
from TmwR; cp. on Josh. xi. 60; Nw (cp. on xvi. 7) is 


1 Cp. Stucken, Astralmythen, i. 76; Zimmern, ZA vii. 162. 

2 Cp. on xii. 6. Of course, the origin of Hamsak (if this was the 
form) was not present to the mind of the poet. It was to him merely 
the name of a district. 
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from 7Wwrx—an alternative reading. Both words are cor- 
rections of wx. V.66 must therefore have lost a word, 
viz. onraya (see v. 7). Inv. 7 metre requires the insertion 
of the brothers’ names. 

Vv. 8-114 To avoid) repetition; 1 refers to, the 
discussion of the blessing of Judah in &. 2d,, ‘Shiloh.’ 
Some (Wellhausen, Stade, Dillmann, and Holzinger) would 
excise v. 10 as a later insertion. In truth, this verse, 
as traditionally read, breaks the connexion in a striking 
manner. It must, however, be granted that the solemn 
dignity of the style of v. 10 favours its originality, and 
that the connexion between v. g and v. II, as usually 
read, is by no means good. We are indeed relieved by 
Wellhausen’s theory from the abrupt transition from the 
period of the conquest to that of the Messianic kingdom. 
But we still have the hardly less striking change from fierce 
warfare to idyllic peace. As to m5w, Wellhausen (like 
some other critics) has changed his mind. But not much is 
gained thereby, and in both his views he disregards the 
claims of metre. Gunkel seems to me right in denying that 
v. 10 is an interpolation. Turning to the text, I am on the 
side of Sievers in questioning 7Tmx (v. 8), which is probably 
an early scribe’s error. In v. 8 6 (as in v. 4) PAN should be 
‘ay; “Oo seems’ to bea” gloss-(seé on Dt. xxxilim1 2o) eee 
v. 10 Driver (with most) renders ppna ‘the commander’s 
staff’? I doubt whether this is right. Elsewhere (see on 
Num, xxi. 18, Dt. xxxiit) 21) Ps.lx:'0)0’p* isteitherslable 
to the suspicion of corruptness or has the sense of ‘ marshal.’ 
Why should it not mean this here? It is true the parallel 
word is yi. But we have instances enough of the confusion 
of a and 5 (see on vw. 11; and) Wellhy 7BS)\ppy 15, 170)- 
indeed, »iw itself has been miswritten for pp in 2 S. 
vii. 7 (cp. I Chr. xvii. 6), and @ here has dpywy (par. 
nyoupevos, cp. Tg.). See also on v. 16. The mistake 
naturally arose from the misreading y~529 (Sam. y537) for 
yTT ; cp.on Num. i. 52. Render ‘champion’ (‘ Vorkampfer’) 
and ‘ marshal.—The goal of Judah’s ambition is the ‘ treading 
down’ (read p> for Nd, as Isa. xli. 25) of Shiloh, ze. the 
Shiloh where was the chief sanctuary of the divine duad 
(see pp. 16, 33), and which in 1 S. i. g is (probably) said in 
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a gloss to have been in Ashhur.' The war referred to was 
for the possession of the N. Arabian border-land, whose 
‘peoples’ are to become Judah’s vassals. For mip” read, 
certainly, yom. In Prov. xxx. 17 np occurs again; 
here some other correction must be sought. 

In v. If we expect a suitable continuation. But how 
unsuitable an one do we get! ‘Very strong hyperboles,’ 
says Gunkel. But this is the refuge of despair. Our clue 
suggests something better. Which are the subject ‘ peoples’ ? 
A gloss tells us. They are ‘ Asshur, with reference to the 
Negeb of Yaiir, or with reference to Ashkar’ “on; cp. 
Ton for wr (Ex. vi. 24, Isa. x. 4), tox (1 Chr. iii. 17). 
392 for 233, through 422; cp. wi for paw, v. 10. AWry=7Ty; 
cp. ony n“p=Ashhoreth of Yerahme’el. aprwS = sowrd. 
Ashkar = Asshur-Rekem (cp. v. 11068).—In v. 116 we 
shall hardly regret the phrases, more absurd even than 
those in v. Ila, about Judah’s washing his garment in 
wine, etc. The right track will be plain from janx 122 at 
the end of a. 2m is, of course, Pons = Syown = Sxvnwm. 
A similar phrase is ow 725, in v. 12, from ow wn. It is 
therefore a description of Judah’s conquest that we have. 
D1) is naturally a corruption of wad, 2 of 122, and yw 
of Syw=Sxvom (cp. on Ezek. xxiii. 6). In the next 
line DT is not quite plain. Possibly, however, 2 is a 
corruption of p, and we should read mmm oOyaAx OPN; the 
place-name 13» (Josh. xi. 21) may well come from jy2y = ’nw. 
As for 7mp, the word mp, ‘garment, is unknown in 
Hebrew. Sam. reads qm p>. The true reading is probably 
Tm yTD. 

V.12. Gunkel renders the text, ‘his eyes sparkle with 
wine. But this convenient rendering is unjustified. BDB 
and Ges.-Buhl give ,/59n the sense of ‘darkness’; the 
former derives the place-name myn from the same root. 
Now, ‘dark in the eyes with wine’ is no eulogy at all (cp. 
Toy on Prov. xxiii. 29). Gunkel continues, ‘his teeth are 
white with milk’ The only objection to this is that it does 
not suit the context, unless we abstain from criticising that 


1 The words any nx) (1 S. i. 9) which supply an occasion for Well- 
hausen’s lambent wit, have come from 7tnwx nnwx (cp. on Gen. xxv. 34). 
‘Ashhur’ and ‘ Ashtar’ are alternative readings. 


504 TRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


context. o0, like p2~ and yaw = jnw, probably comes from 
Sxyvow, and if so a) must be an imperfectly written 25, 
and ‘wm /.4 must be a gloss, or a part of a gloss, like a 
portion of the gloss-material in v. 11. This revives hope 
for the other words. }», of course, may have come from 
PV =jyo, and abn from obm =Snnr; oy, as in xx. 16, 
XXXvili. 14, 21, from yy (=‘ow) or myn. soda re- 
mains. It is plausible to read ombom=the oSp> of 
x. I4 (see note). Thus we get as gloss, ‘ Kasluhim, 
Yim‘anim, Yemanim (a variant), with reference to the sons 
of Ishmael, Yerahme’elites’ (a variant). The whole string of 
names (see p. 498, n. 4) is probably a gloss on oy (O721y ?). 

V. 13. ‘For Zebulun, which was never prominent, but 
took a noble share in the national struggles of the Judges, 
the writer has nothing to eulogise but the favourable situa- 
tion of its land’ So Dillmann. ‘som. “he himself,” 
What this antithesis of Zebulun himself and his hinder 
side can mean is not clear. So Holzinger. Ball, too, 
sees the extreme improbability of the present text, but does 
not touch the roots of the evil. It is certain that both 
here and in Dt. xxxili. 18 f# Zebulun ought to be eulogised 
as a warlike tribe (cp. Judg. v. 18). jot must surely (in 
spite of v. 11 6, where the same word underlies p29) come 
from wid, and }n27 must represent nM>. But since v. 13 4 
can hardly be made into a trimeter, a word ending in (5x) 
Sy must have fallen out, probably Sxarm. rE is the 
southern Sidon (see on x. 15). Then,as to nyax sd sim; 
ni = 7d est, and '38 ‘nM is a gloss on ow FINDS. OD comes 
from 070) (as xxxi. 23), NTN from jonn? (cp. on }aMK, v. IT, 
and note that jm, Ethan, probably has the same origin), 
and m5 from wm (see on Judg. v. 17, 1 K. ix. 26 f). 

Vv. 14 f- Issachar, or more strictly Ishkar (see on 
xxx. 18), is also rather badly treated by the final redactor. 
Dt. xxxiii. 18 creates a presumption that Ishkar and 
Zebulun once had similar blessings. Let us, then, look 
closely into the text. ‘Ishkar is a bony ass,’ or (Ginsburg, 


1 Cp. Dt. xxvii. 68, where the very strange nv3xa (Driver, ‘in slave- 
galleys’) has certainly come from jonx-mny (= ‘Arabia of Ishmael’); cp. 
yuna, xiv. 2, from wis. Also Judg. v. 17, where nina has come from 
jrxa or from jonxa (see Crit. Bib. ad loc.). 
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Introd. p. 253, after Sam.) ‘the ass of strangers’! Not so. 
jor (cp. on xxxiii. Ig) and on2 (cp. on ‘Gomer, x. 2) are 
two of the current corruptions of om; they are variants 
put side by side. This assumes that a word has fallen out, 
2.e. probably ‘3—a play upon the name of the tribe. pm 
should probably be 12>; the vintage may be either literal 
or metaphorical. o npwon covers over an ethnic, viz. oonDE 
(see on Judg. v. 16).—For mm read, with Ball and Holz., 
Mm. Seeing that his desired territory was so fair—what 
did this warlike tribe do? Surely he conquered the 
Ishmaelites, and reduced them to vassalage. 5ap and Sno 
are attested corruptions of ‘pw (see on Ps. lxxxi. 6, Dt. iv. 16). 
For Issachar as a warrior, see Judg. v. 15. Prof. Hogg’s 
suggestion (£. 5z0., col. 5387), to attach the last couplet of 
v. 15 (Issachar) to v. 13 (Zebulun), now loses its object. 

Vv. 16-18. Itis Dan’sturn. ‘ He shall judge his people 
as (successfully as any) one of the (other) tribes of Israel’ 
(Driver). How poor! And what does ‘his people’ mean? 
The members of the tribe of Dan (Wellh., Stade, Holz., 
Gunkel)? or Israel (Ewald, Del., Dillm.; cp. Dt. xxxiii. 7)? 
The principle of parallelism should be our guide. We 
require a parallel to >, and there the parallel is. ‘waw 
should, of course, be mp; see on v. 10. We now see that 
tmx, as often, has come from 1mtjx; the prefixed 9 should 
be ». The ejaculation in v. 18, according to Ball, is a later 
insertion. But why should a pious scribe put it in just 
here? Probably it is a corruption of a string of place- 
names (cp. on v. 11 @)-—an early gloss, defining the position 
of Dan. The names seem to be, Laish, Maakath, Ashhoreth, 
Yerah. np has surely come from mp (cp. on xxiii. 2). 
mim for rm (as elsewhere). 

V. tg. Cp. Erbt, Dee Hebrier, p. 41. Read with all 
moderns, D1py, and in wv. 20, 1thxy.—‘ Asher, his bread is fat.’ 
A very meagre blessing, even if om could be feminine. 
In Dt. xxxiii. 24 f. a keen criticism shows that the victories 
of Asher are referred to. Must it not also be so here? 
Superficial corrections are useless. Onk. and Pesh. suggest 
yon or INOW. But mow is not less suspicious than yor. 
We expect the name of a district. Now naw (doubtless 
from jow=‘ow) is a well-known place-name in Issachar. 
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There may well have been a Shunem or Shunemah (= an 
Ishmaelite settlement) in Asher. For yomS read perhaps 
1p5r; Ball, too, suggests either ‘nm or ynd>r3.—0) MNT. 
‘Dainties of a king’ is as improbable as ‘fat bread.’ Prob- 
ably 75n, as often, represents Sym, while s27y0 is an easy 
corruption of mani (a word frequently corrupted). jm 
probably comes from m2, a fragment of the same word. 
mim) may have come by metathesis from Tn». 

V.21. And what of Naphtali? ‘A greatly corrupted 
distich’ (Ball); ‘not to be explained with certainty’ 
(Gunkel). Surely the critics are too languid. Ball’s 
elaborate theory is ingenious, but it interferes with the 
Blessing of Joseph, nor is it safe to refer to I K. iv. 7-19 
as proving that Naphtali helped to supply Solomon’s table. 
Remembering the praise of warlike Naphtali in Judg. v. 18, 
let us read (for the obscure and improbable mmbw ax) 
Siow Tx (cp. Hos. xiii. 8). For the figure as applied to a 
conqueror, Jer. iv. 7, v. 6, and Isa. xv. 9 (?) supply sufficient 
parallels. In 3, “ox, like tex, DOIN, [7 Ox, represents 
Sysop. A verb is wanting; we can find it, however, 
underneath Hwy. Just as waw (v. 166) has come from 
pw, so may pw have come from 13%. jn (which gives 
no clear sense) must represent some noun in construction 
with ‘Tm, most probably mini; the intermediate form 
may be nn. 

Vv, 22-26 contain the Praise of Joseph, out of which 
B. Luther separates vv. 24-26 as originally referring to 
Jacob(Meyer,~Jsr.. p. 110) “The text) “as all Sadmicuas 
very corrupt; nor can I think that the corrections as yet 
offered are very fortunate; so few critics as yet seem to 
have taken notice of recurrent types of corruption. Now 
as to v. 22. The text used by @ must have been nearly 
the same as the traditional Hebrew text (see Ball). 
Certainly neither 6 nor the Massorites have made much 
of the text; vids nvEnwevos and bén porath are both absurd. 
Wellh. (CH, p. 322) deserves credit for suggesting that 
nip=npx.’ He further suspects an allusion to the old 


' On the ground of Dt. xxxili. 17, Zimmern thinks that Joseph must 
have been compared to an ox; but mw in that passage is a corruption 
of nwx (Asshur). See further, on v. 25. 
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name of the fruitful highlands in which Benjamin and 
Joseph dwelt, and from which ‘Ephraim’ derived its name. 
It is true that mo, like Balaam’s ynp, may also have 
arisen out of pDinp (see on ‘ Pathrusim, x. 14). But mpr 
is certainly the more probable origin (cp. on ii. 14, xv. 18). 
But what as to }2? ‘Son of Ephrath’ is not a natural 
description of Joseph; it would answer better for Benjamin 
(Gen. xxxv. 18 7). And unless, with Sievers, we read 
pod» ’pb J HOY (omitting the initial mop }2), we shall fail 
to make up the first trimeter in the distich, if we adhere 
to the reading 2. The easiest supposition is that }1 covers 
over some verb. The best sense would be produced by mp. 
Ephrath, consecrated by the legend of the tribal mother 
Rachel, had to be redeemed, and Joseph redeemed it. But 
m1 lies nearer at hand, and may be similarly interpreted. 
Ephrath, which had been overthrown, was ‘built up’ by 
Joseph. The position of Ephrath is mentioned to dis- 
tinguish it from other Ephraths; it was pomp, or rather 
perhaps yry~5y. A place Hasar-‘énan is mentioned in 
Ezek. xlvili. 1 (xlvii. 17); possibly ‘ézdnx comes from 
yimean =Yishma’el. It was near the border of Dammesek 
(if @ and MT. are correct), or perhaps, originally, Ramshak 
(see on xv. 2). It was in a region which for centuries 
was a debatable land (see 2 S. viii. 6, 1 K. xx. 34, Am. 
iii. 12, vi. 3). This may not impossibly be the Enan 
referred to (as I conjecture) in the Praise of Joseph—We 
next come to wo5y mys mn (on versions, see Ball). 
The commentators say that m2. means ‘branches’ and 
myx ‘mounted’; Gunkel rightly questions this. mj22 both 
in poetry and in legendary prose means, ‘ dependent towns’ ; 
may not this be the meaning here? If so, render ‘the 
subject towns of Zoar (read sy) by Shur (ze. Asshur in 
N. Arabia)’ 

In v. 23 xan is ‘clearly ungrammatical’ (Ball); and 
there is no ,/1n, ‘to shoot,’ hence Ball prefers the Wa™ 
of Sam. (=@ édoddpovv). Hitherto, however, we have 


1 The handbooks do not give much light on these passages. The 
recorded wars of David, of Ahab, and of the king or kings con- 
temporary with Amos were probably in the south, not in the north. Cp. 
Hibbert Journal, July 1905, p. $31. 
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found that historical colouring is by no means wanting 
in these sayings. Comparing the a of Hos. v. 13 
(| wx), let us restore pvxny. The reference is to the 
N. Arabian archers (cp. on Hos. ii. 20, Ps. Ixxvi. 4). That 
the Arammites of N. Arabia were archers is shown in- 
dependently by 1 K. xxii. 34. In the next line parallelism 
suggests 3InDN.— V. 24 is still stranger in MT. Following 
@, Ball reads onwp for \nwp, but is not quite clear about 
imsni; BDB render ‘as a firm one’ (Beth essentig). © 
begins with cal ovverpi8n, z.e. VAwn, which Ball adopts ; but 
will this reading do? Surely we must try to go behind 6's 
text. Ther in 7awm may belong to the following group 
of letters, and underneath jms it is not difficult to discern 
m201Nn, a word which we need not be surprised to find so 
often, because tradition must certainly have preserved a 
recollection of the castles and fortresses of the foes of 
Israel.” awm probably comes from niwy. Anwp remains. 
The word may look innocent enough; but remembering 
how often in compound names wp or wm represents Nx, 
we are led to examine a selection of passages containing 
mwp, and find strong reason to believe that it may be a 
corruption of some form of 7\7wx, most probably mainwr 
(cp. min, Judg. iv. 2)—We may now hope to restore 
the text of the next line, Tr wm We. This is, of course, 
impossible, especially if we connect it with the following 
words, ‘and the arms of his hands became active through 
the hands of the Steer of Jacob’ @’s cai é&eAvOn suggests, 
for WD, WM, which, in fact, I myself formerly adopted, 
reading op ~S>zx YH. But we must again look behind 
@. WM (no less than wey) may have come from Fw, 
and «yt from “x20. Wr is obviously a mutilated form of 
some word corresponding to moimwx, and since by no 
ingenuity can ‘4, which follows, be made tolerable, we 
may venture to hold that ~~ and ym both represent the 
same word (dittographed), viz. orm. 

But have we not thus made it doubly difficult to 
explain the rest of this verse? Certainly, if we have had 


1 1 am afraid Dr. Briggs does not even see the problem of this 
passage (see ‘Internat. Comm.’ Psalms). 
2 Cp. £. Bi0.,.* Fortress. 
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no experience in spying out glosses. V. 240, according 
to Dillmann, means ‘from there, where is the shepherd of 
the stone of Israel’; the accents, however, make ‘the 
shepherd’ and ‘the stone of Israel’ two divine titles in 
apposition. Both views are evidently most improbable. 
Nor is any fresh light thrown upon the passage by Ed. 
Meyer and his helper B. Luther. This is what the former 
says:' ‘That all four names—the Steer of Jacob, the 
Shepherd of the Stone of Israel, the God of thy father, and 
El! Shaddai—designate Yahweh, and the three first as the 
God of Jacob, is clear, so that the “Stone of. Israel” can 
hardly help being the holy stone of Bethel’ The latter, 
however, according to Meyer, now prefers to identify the 
stone with that set up, as we are told (Josh. xxiv. 26 f) 
at Shechem by Joshua. Now, I fully agree that in far- 
distant times the ancestors of the Israelites may have called 
their supernatural friend and helper their rock (ayy, vd) or 
their stone® (jax), as well as their steer (71x), and that 
these titles (which originally presupposed stone-worship and 
animal-worship, as a part of primitive animism) may have 
descended to later times as poetical images. But I deny 
that ‘the shepherd of the stone of Israel’ and ‘the stone of 
Israel’ can be treated as synonyms, z.e. that My1 can be 
practically ignored. Textual criticism must be applied. 
It is not enough to say, with Meyer, that this or that 
passage as it stands is ‘quite impossible’ or ‘entirely 
corrupt. The honour of our craft requires that we should 
rectify the impossible and heal the corrupt. How, then, 
shall we heal the undoubtedly corrupt line ‘"w jax Tyo OWD? 
Several previous attempts are mentioned by Dillmann, to 
which my own may be added (PSSA, 1899, p. 3). So 
much is clear, that the line is superfluous. All that we 
require is a couplet, and this can be obtained from the 
opening of v. 25. This opening runs in MT.— 


Jay Pax Seo 
JIN) TY nN; 


1 Die Israeliten, p. 283. 
2 Though, as a matter of fact, we never (even in Ps. xviii.) find 
Yahweh called j3x. 
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but we shall see presently that the true reading most prob- 
ably is, 

Jay Seem Tar 

Jay Tor Sx. 


Consequently all in MT. that precedes, viz. *2py Tax and 
the highly corrupt line quoted above, must be an accumula- 
tion of glosses or variants. ay }2x is, of course, for Iw Dax, 
which, not less than apy», is a correction of Sxony pax. own 
(@ variously read nwo and non), like ow (see on ‘Shem,’ 
v. 32), represents Sxynw (so too own in the highly corrupt 
passage Isa. Ixv. 20);7 my probably represents Ay (cp. 
Dwi from oy, Am. i. 2). Thus we get ‘ Ishmael-Arab,’ 
a gloss on ‘Yerahme’el.’ I may note in passing (against 
Ball, Holz.) that 6 caturytoas Iop. in @ is simply a para- 
phrase of ‘wm pax. The variation from Suvacrov, just 
before, may suggest that éxe@@ev x.7.r. is a later insertion. 

I now pass on to 4p» pax Seo. waxy Syn can 
hardly be right. If Abraham is referred to, why is not 
omar put? If Jacob, why not simply “53? Again and 
again both 118 and Jax have come from qyy (see on v. 4). 
The objection to following this precedent here is that the 
text gives us, not Sx, but Sym. Is there no other correction 
of AN Sy possible than Ay Syn? There is; PAX may 
have come from ax. This view harmonises with the most 
obvious correction of 5yxn, viz. Sxormp or Sxynw (see on 
xxki'3 3) Let. us, then; omitting. ther) prefixed ine 
to the two verbs as redactional, read ty) ‘am ax, and 
continue ‘> we 5x1; Sx for mx (following G@, Sam. Pesh.), 
and 7wr for Tw (see on xvii. 1). If any one hesitates, 
let him turn to Dillmann, Driver (pp. 392, xvii.), and 
Gunkel, and ask himself if the critical methods and con- 
clusions of these scholars and of those to whom they refer 
in passing, commend themselves as adequate and probable. 
Cp. Dt. xxxili. 16, where, instead of ‘him that dwelleth in 
the thorn-bush, we should read ‘him that dwelleth in Sinai.’ 


1 That 3py comes from xo, has been pointed out (on xxxii. 29). 

2 The prophecy appears to be, that in the ideal future no Arabian 
who adhered to his heathenish rites should any longer defile the Holy 
City by his presence. 
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The passage is in another Blessing of Joseph, and here too 
Joseph’s God is referred to as an Arabian deity. 

It is in accordance with this that the blessings showered 
upon Joseph are not only those of the heaven above 
(rain, night-mist, sunshine) and of the subterranean flood! 
(fountains and streams), but of the ‘mountains of Arabia’ 
and the ‘hills of Yerahme’el.’ Let us now turn to textual 
details, having also before us the not less corrupt parallel 
passage, Dt. xxxiii. 13-16. In vw. 25 Gunkel, on metrical 
grounds, omits the picturesque myn, which indicates the 
continued dangerousness of “hom (cp. Tiamat). I would 
rather omit mp02, reading om (Deut. nyINn)).— We next 
hear of ‘blessings of the breasts and of the womb’ (/72 
orm) ov). The phrase is quite possible, though Deut. 
XXxili. 13-17 has nothing parallel. But what is there for 
a parallel line? Gunkel sees that if there is one, it must 
underlie 5p yw22 PAX NII, and proposes to read 4X as 2 
Say 79a, ‘blessings of a father, yea, of a man and a child,’ 
Similarly, in PSBA (1899) 1 suggested yor WON nA, 
‘with blessings of his lovingkindness and compassion, 
following this up with apy pax 92, ‘ with blessings of thy 
father Jacob, and putting the couplet thus produced after 
that referring to the mountains and hills. If, however, we 
apply our key consistently, we must regard v. 256 and 
the opening of v. 26 as a combination of glosses, viz., ‘with 
blessings of Asshur and Yarham,’ and ‘ with blessings of the 
Steer of Yerahme’el. Here 7)wx takes the place of oy, or 
rather “Tw (see on xvii. 1), and om of om, and further 
Seomp was of Sy 2 Pax. On Pax see above, and for 
by yp =/orm cp. Sanaa (Dan. viii. 16), the name of the 
archangel who is the double of 5x>.? Both these names 
are independent corruptions of oxo. May I add that 
Wellhausen (7BS, p. 25) is unwisely satirical on the yor 
which he supposes to underlie @’s cat pntpds cov, which 
is merely an expansion of a corruptly written dittograph of 
Kat pytpas (aT)? So Ball. 

In v. 26 we may fairly ask whether such rhetorical 


TS Cpmviln lls Exe xx 4, AT Vile An StexKIVe 2. 
2 Cp. also the Assyrian names Gabri, Gabri-ilu (Johns, Ass. Deeds, 


ili. 471). 
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phrases as ‘the eternal mountains’ and ‘the everlasting 
hills’ are probable. In Dt. xxxiii. 15 the corresponding 
word to ty is otp, which cannot mean ‘eternal,’ and is 
probably (see on xxix. 1) a corruption of opr (=orn). I 
am aware that ty “7, for ty “NH, is often quoted as a 
typical emendation (@ dpéwv povipwr). But it needs itself 
to be corrected, as also probably does ty 77 in Hab. iii. 6. 
The original texts probably had ‘ay ‘17, ‘mountains of 
Arabia,’ to which the parallel phrase is Sxorm nya (cp. on 
xxi. 33).—mNn, ‘desire’ (for ‘desirable things’), is clearly 
wrong. Read niaam (Olsh.; Cheyne, PSBA; Gunkel). 
Cp. Dt. xxxiii. 14. 


FUNERAL OF =JACOB (GEN. Eea=11).. 


JOSEPH commands ‘his servants the physicians’ to embalm 
the body of his father (v. 2, J). This statement may have 
been right for Misrim, but not for Misraim, embalming being 
the business of a special guild in Egypt. After the forty 
days required for the embalming, we learn that there was a 
public mourning of the Misrites in honour of Jacob, which 
lasted seventy days (v. 30, perhaps E). But we have 
been already told (xlvii. 30) that Jacob had given directions 
that his remains should be carried out of ony. Joseph 
therefore has to be represented as obtaining leave from the 
king to ‘go up’ to Canaan to bury his father. In this way, 
not only xlvii. 30, but also the tradition respecting Jacob’s 
burying-place, receives full justice. The high officials of 
oynxo accompany the grand vizier and his family—a high 
honour for the Hebrews! The goal of the mourning 
company is said to have been the ‘buckthorn threshing- 
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floor’ (TwxTjyIa); the spot is described as situated  ay_ 
yi (v. 10). There the great ceremony took place. 

The definition of the site has caused the critics much 
perplexity, for it seems to imply that the funeral procession 
made the circuit of the north end of the Dead Sea, instead 
of taking the direct route from Egypt (Misraim) to Hebron 
by Beer-sheba. To meet the difficulty it has been supposed 
that the place called tux p12 was not really identical with 
ovnxn Sax, though in v. 11 the names are certainly repre- 
sented (by the redactor, who perhaps inserted ‘xi yuan ?) as 
belonging to the same place. We may admit (so some 
critics think) that there was a place called Abel-misraim 
(‘ Egyptians’ meadow ’) which was beyond the Jordan, but 
it is probable that originally this place-name had no place 
in the story. 

A different view has been proposed by Winckler,’ who is 
followed in the Exc. Biblica (‘ Abel-mizraim’). He holds it 
to be clear that a place called ‘Abel of Misrim’ on the 
south border of Palestine is intended, and thinks that }t17 
has been miswritten for 737, ‘Ze. the onxo Sma (see on 
xv. 18), Ed. Meyer is sarcastic about this,? but unwisely. 
Misrim is a frzor¢ much more likely to occur in a name than 
Misraim, because in the Israelitish period, so far as known 
to us, the N. Arabian people had much more to do with the 
Israelites than the Egyptians, and a close examination of 
place-names is quite consistent with this (cp. Judg. ix 37, 
where interpret, ‘ tree of the Ishmaelites’). Winckler’s theory 
marks a step forward. But there is something to be added 
for, as we have seen already (on xiii. 10), }T77 has, in many 
passages, most probably arisen out of jim. The spot 
intended was in the Ashhurite region. This is at any 
rate the most obvious inference from the name miswritten 
Tw yi, for Tr, like (@) mn in viii. 4, 2 K. xix. 37, 
Jer. li. 27, (6) nex in Ezra ii. 16, 42, Neh. vii. 21, 45,7 by in 
1Chr. ii. 26, nyby in Num. xxxii. 3, Josh. xvi. 2, 5, 7, etc, 
is as closely connected with anwx as 1MN again and again 
is with -mws (Ashhur ? = Ashtar). 

As for the other name, ono 5ax, the only uncertainty 


1 G/i, 174, note 2. 2 Die Israeliten, p. 280, note 2. 
3 On ‘Ashhur’ see p. 177, note 2. 
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is about bax. It seems to me probable that 5x in a place- 
name is to be explained like 5yn, ze. as a shortened form of 
Sxorm.! It indicates either that the god Yerahme’el was 
worshipped in the place, or simply that the place was 
anciently a Yerahme’elite settlement. ono may indicate 
that the Misrites had cither conquered or been conquered 
on the spot referred to. A strikingly parallel name is 
Abel-meholah (cp. Mahol = Yerahme’el, 1 K. v. 11). 

On the strange phrase in v. 55 »n 9 7we—see above, 
on xlvii. 29-31. 

1. 23: 15d —Ehe name wp is attested GeenCooke 
Gloss. p. 72) as N. Aramezan. But originally it indi- 
cated a southern population. Makir and Menasseh are 
virtually identical; indeed, the whole of Menasseh was 
one great gens of Makir In 1 Chr. vii. 15 (@) Makir’s 
mother is said to have been an Arammite concubine; by 
‘Arammite’ the original writer must have meant ‘ Yerah- 
me’elite” But w2n, as we have seen (on xli. 51), is an 
Ishmaelite or Yerahme’elite name. 320 therefore is a 
name naturally borne by the son of Menasseh and an 
Arammite woman. Obviously it comes from O57, z.e. OF ; 
cp. the Benjamite name “2 (1 Chr. ix. 8), which stands 
among distinctly N. Arabian names, and must come from 
‘O79 or WI, also OPA (see on xxix. 1), a name which occurs 
later on in the genealogy of Menasseh (1 Chr. vii. 16, 
grouped with ody, another undeniable derivative of Syn). 
This accords well with the position of Makir in the same 
group with Shobi (cp. Shobal=Ishmael) and  Barzillai 
(= Arab-Ishmael) in 2 Sxviin27. 

But I must not omit to criticise Ed. Meyer’s very 
different view (p. 516). Makir, according to him, means 
‘the purchased one, the possession’; he compares, from 
H. Ranke, the Babylonian names Maktr-Sin, Makitr- 
Nannar. Apparently he means that Makir is shortened 
from Makir-Yahweh, or the like, ze. ‘the possession of 
Yahweh.” The objection is that >.) does not mean 
‘erkaufen’ but ‘verkaufen.” |The Assyrian dictionary- 
makers are careful not to derive Makir, ‘ possession, from 
a root makdru, ‘to purchase. There is also abundant 


1 See p. 24, 2 See Z. B705*\Machie,” 
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evidence to show that Semitic names often had two forms, 
the one (secondary) religious, the other (underlying the 
first) purely secular. Therefore, even if Makir could mean 
‘“Yahweh’s purchased one,’ it would be purely secondary. 
And last of all, if we insist on giving Makir its most 
obvious (but not therefore correct) meaning, ‘sold one,’ it 
must surely belong properly to Joseph (see xxxvii. 36), not 
to Joseph’s grandson. 


PPeeOuveRHSOSION, OF THE ISRAELITES (Ex.71) 


THE opening section (vv. 1-5), from P, need not detain us. 
In the following composite narrative two accounts are given 
of the oppression of the Israelites. According to one (J), 
the Israelites are both more numerous and stronger than 
the Misrites, and a fear comes to the new king of omxn, 
who is ignorant of the services of Joseph, that the Israelites 
may some day join some other people and fight their way 
out of the land. According to the other (E), the Israelites 
are so mean-spirited that they let themselves be oppressed, 
and put to compulsory labour on the fortifying of the cities 
Pithom and Raamses(?). According to the one, the services 
of midwives are used to destroy the male children of the 
Israelites (in Goshen); according to the other, the Misrites 
(in whose midst, and not in Goshen; the Israelites dwell) 
are commanded to destroy the male children themselves, 
by casting them into the river.’ 

We have already (see on xlvii. 11) met with the ‘land 
of Raamses(?),’ and found that the name pony is most 
probably compounded of oy=o 7% (the S. Aram) and pp = 
Sxvyow. The city referred to in v. 11 and in xii. 37 bore 


1 See Ed. Meyer, Dze Lsraeliten, pp. 41-44. 
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the same name as the district. om (Pithom ?) is here men- 
tioned for the first time. From the meritorious researches 
of Ed. Naville it is generally supposed to be identical with 
Tel-el-Mashfta in the east of the Wady Tumilat, which 
closely adjoins the place anciently called Tku, and is identified 
by Naville with Succoth.1 The Egyptian name of Tel-el- 
Mashita is given as P-atum, ze. ‘house (abode) of Atum’ ; 
Atum is the sun-god of Heliopolis.? It has been suggested 
that Pithom and Etham (Ex. xiii. 20) may be the same 
place? All that I can accept of these plausible but uncertain 
conjectures is the connexion of the names om» and omy; 
not that they are designations of the same place, but that 
they have to be similarly accounted for. In fact, on[>Jp is 
best derived on the analogy of >» and no1~» from Sypn72Rr 
=5xynmraqy, and ome on that of Sarx from Spw7ax = 
‘awe any.* To these two names, commonly read Pithom 
and Raamses (@ Iles@m and Payecon), & adds ‘On (pN), 
that is, Heliopolis” From our point of view, @’s addition 
of ‘On’ is of no great moment. Some N. Arabian place is 
meant. Note ‘that in Ezek. xxx. 17 }iRk” and novo — 
‘ow Wy) are parallel (see also on Gen. xli. 45). 

The mention of brick-making (v. 143; cp. v. 7, etc.) is 
an important feature in the narrative. It does not, of course, 
necessarily point to Egypt (see Isa. ix. g), but, considering 
that elsewhere in the Exodus story ony and ony are 
confounded, the most natural conclusion certainly is that 
Egyptian, not Arabian circumstances, are here referred to. 
To quote from Professor W. Max Miiller, ‘in Egypt, not 
only all houses, but also all palaces, many tombs (includ- 
ing several of the smaller pyramids), and some temples, 
were constructed of Nile-mud bricks.”°® This suggests the 


| The identification, however, is ‘ not absolutely certain’ (Spiegelberg, 
Aufenthalt, p. 24). 

2 See Naville, The Store City of Pithom and the Route of the Exodus 

1885). 

( 3 ie Vite Viullen/2.6570,..colsweiqtinms 7a" 

4 Or perhaps Etham may be = Ethman (Ishmael). 

5 ¢Beth-aven’ (Josh. vii. 2) may come from ‘ Beth-on,’ and refer to. 
a N. Arabian place. 

6h. B76. “Brick, § 1, and cp. the illustration -onjipses7ot 
Spiegelberg’s Aujfenthalt Israels (captive Asiatic brick-makers in Egypt). 
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hypothesis that the original story of the Exodus which 
referred to Misrim or Musri was recast on the hypothesis 
that the land where the Israelites sojourned, and whence 
they came out, was Misraim or Egypt. 

As to the name or title of the oppressing king of ox», 
no uniformity exists either in J or in E. Both documents 
use YIN as a proper name, but not so as to exclude the 
use of ‘king of onxyn’; I speak here, of course, of the whole 
narrative, and not specially of chap. i. But in vw. 8 a 
statement is made (by J) which requires examination: 
‘There arose a new king over onxn. win 750 is a singular 
phrase. It is not enough to say’ that the statement is 
vague, and does not warrant the hypothesis that the rule of 
the Hyksos had come to an end. We have to meet the 
question whether the original text has been faithfully 
transmitted. That the king of Misrim who succeeded 
Joseph’s patron (read v. 6 and wv. 8 together) should so 
completely reject that patron’s policy towards the Hebrew 
immigrants needed and surely must have received some 
explanation. In Judg. v. 8 (see CrzzZ. Bcd.) orion has 
probably come from oymwx, and in Josh. xv. 37 TwINn 
from nmr, also in Judg. iv. 2 myn from mmr. It is 
possible that wim 75m has come from “TTD 45, and that 
the original writer meant that a new dynasty had risen 
which was of Ashhurite origin. That Ashhurites did from 
time to time hold sway in Misrim appears from 1 K. xi. 40, 
if the suspicious pw’ or opmw (@ covoaxerm) is rightly 
explained as mts or ‘om ‘wx. The Ashhur from which 
the oppressing king came would presumably be the larger 
Ashhur. This is why he has no religious sympathy with 
the Hebrews (cp. p. 458). On the other hand, the two 
midwives, who are Misrites and not (as Baentsch supposes) 
Israelites, are god-fearing persons (i. 17; cp. Gen. xx. 3, 
xli. 39) and refuse to comply with the king’s cruel command. 
By ‘ Misrites’ I mean here not ‘Egyptians’ but ‘ belonging 
to the land of Musri’ Their names are not Egyptian ?>— 


1 Holzinger, Ex., ad loc. 2 See &. B7., ‘ Shishak.’ 

3 According to Winckler, the midwives are ultimately two forms of 
Ishtar, the goddess concerned with births (see Zimmern, AA 7, p. 428) 
This is possible ; the names may have been changed. 
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which is unfortunate for the Egyptological argument. 
mmpw has certainly to be grouped with 1)w, Num. xxxiii. 23, 
and wip, 1 Chr. vii. 16, and mp with AND, Judg. x. I. 
For the former, however, @ has cergwpa, 2.¢., TIDY (see on 
ii. 21). The crux interpretum, pant-by (v. 16), should 
perhaps be manxa-Sx (jor from jor), ze. ‘to the Yerah- 
me’elite women, a gloss on ni>w, v. 18. Cp. ‘ Abanah,’ 
2K. v.12. Ido not think that any of the other proposed 
interpretations are natural, nor has Spiegelberg hit the mark. 

The story of the persecution of the male children is 
introduced for the sake of Moses (cp. Matt. ii. 16 #7). Omit 
Ex. i. 15-22 and ii. 1-10, and nothing will be lost for the 
story of the Exodus as a whole. Evidently the oppressing 
king who plays a leading part in that narrative knows 
nothing of the cruel command to destroy the male children. 


THE CHILD. MOSES DELIVERED ((Exain) 


How deliverance came to the child Moses who was placed 
in a box of papyrus-reeds, and hidden among the rushes of 
the stream, in order to comply with the letter of the royal 
edict (i. 22). How his sister watched him, till a great 
personage—the king’s daughter—found the box and had 
compassion on the weeping child. How, through his sister’s 
clever reply to the princess, the child enjoyed maternal 
nursing, but was afterwards adopted as her son by the 
king’s daughter, who called his name Mésheh (Moses). 

This charmingly told story is of mythic origin. Its 
central feature—that of the exposing of a divine or heroic 
infant on water—is also characteristic of the Babylonian, 
the Greek, the Roman, the German, and even the Japanese 
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mythologies." The nearest parallel, however, is the Baby- 
lonian story of Sargina. Just as the old mythic story 
attached itself to the traditional personality of Moses, so, in 
Babylonia, it was adapted to the tradition of ‘Sargina, the 
powerful king, the king of Agadé’ Originally the story 
most probably referred to a woman who conceived by divine 
intervention.” It might therefore, from a Jewish point of 
view, have been told even better of Isaac than of Moses, 
unless, indeed, we suppose that Amram, like Abram (Gen. 
Xvii. 17), was advanced in years. There is, however, one 
difference between the Moses-story and that of Isaac, viz. 
that in Ex. ii. 1 both the father and the mother of the 
much-favoured child are unnamed. In this respect the 
Moses-story agrees with that of Sargina. ‘My mother was 
poor, we read, ‘my father I knew not. ... My mother, 
who was poor, conceived me, and secretly gave birth to me.’ 
The two stories agree further in this—that both the children 
are committed for safety to an ark or basket of reeds daubed 
with bitumen (99m). Sargina is carried safely by the stream 
to his destined preserver; Moses remains where he is 
placed, among the reeds on the edge of the river. 

It is singular that there should also be an Indian parallel. 
The story is no doubt strongly Indian in feeling ; but the 
motives are the same as in the Moses and the Sargon story. 
Surya the sun-god appeared to the maiden Kunti (Pritha), 
and promised her a son like himself. By his ‘energy’ a 
son was actually born to Kunti, without detriment to her 
virginity. At once, ‘in consultation with her nurse, [Kunti] 
placed her child in a waterproof basket, covered all over 
with sheets, made of wicker-work, smooth, comfortable, and 
furnished with a beautiful pillow. And with tearful eyes 
she consigned it to the (waters of) the river Asva.’ We are 
then told that the basket with the child, ‘borne along the 
waves of the Ganga, arrived at the city of Chamba.’ There 
a member of the Suta tribe and his wife, walking by the 


1 See £. Bzb., ‘Moses,’ § 3; and for the Japanese story see also 
Stucken, Astralmythen, pp. 231 f.; Bettrage (1902), p. 3- 

2 Winckler, Avabisch-orient.-semitisch, p. 115. 

3 Winckler, Gesch. Isr. ii. 91; he renders emétu, ‘poor.’ So 
Rogers, Hist of Bab. and Ass. i. 362. Others, ‘a Vestal.’ 
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river, beheld and took the basket. They were childless, and 
the wife ‘duly adopted that boy of celestial appearance and 
birth” He was, in fact, born with a golden coat of mail, 
and with two ear-rings which ‘sprang from amrita” How 
great a part is allotted to him, as Karna the great archer 
and rival of Arjuna, even the dilettante reader of books 
about Indian literature is aware.’ 

The ark (72m) of Moses is parallel to the ark (also 72m) 
of ‘gopher-wood’ in which Noah, or Hanék, was borne on 
the mighty waters of the flood. The latter, too, was 
coated with bitumen (795). Similarly, the water in which 
Moses was so nearly drowned is parallel to the ocean-flood 
which enveloped pre-existent and unorganised matter till 
the Creator-god overcame it. It may illustrate this that in 
Ezek. xxix. 3 (if I am not mistaken) the king of Misrim 
is identified with the great dragon (the personified ocean- 
flood of the cosmogonic tradition).? Lastly, of Han6k (the 
true hero of the deluge-story), we are told (Gen. v. 24, P) 
that Elohim ‘took him, and of Moses it is stated 
(Dt. xxxiv. 7, P) that ‘his eye was not dim, neither had his 
vigour fled. His burying-place, too, ‘no one knoweth unto 
this day’ (v. 6), which suggests that, according to an earlier 
form of the story, Moses, like Hanék, had ascended into 
heaven. Thus the beginning and the end of this hero’s 
earthly life are full of the supernatural. 

It is a significant fact that there is no Egyptian parallel 
to the story of the child Moses’ deliverance, unless indeed 
we are content with a late story of an incarnate Horus, son 
of the negress who was ‘found in the reeds” * That xpi and 
yD, and even 7m (all in v. 3), may have an Egyptian 
origin, makes no difference. They are good Hebrew words, 
and we could not be surprised to find them anywhere in 


! See Dutt’s prose translation of the Mahabharata (vol. iii. 1896, 
pp. 4367). With this Roy’s version agrees, but in the account of the 
wicker box (or basket) it adds the detail that ‘its surface was laid over 
with wax, and it was encased in a rich cover.’ 

2 See my LBrble Problems, p. 249. 

3 I cannot follow Winckler (G/ ii. 95), whom A. Jeremias 
(pp. 257 /) repeats. 

* Griffith, Stories of the High Priests of Memphis; cp. J. H. 
Wilkinson, Liberal Churchman, 1905, p. 205. 
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the O.T. Nor does ris (v. 3; cp. i. 22) necessarily imply 
that the original narrator meant ‘the Nile’ (see on Gen. 
xli. 1). The mention of bitumen, too, rather suggests, as 
the place of origin of the story, either Babylonia or the 
neighbourhood of the Dead Sea. 

Now as to the name Mésheh. It is still customary * to 
trace this name to the Egyptian mes or mesu, ‘child, 
Egyptologists tell us that Min-mes was the name of the 
chief magician under Rameses II.; was he the Hebrew sage 
(Acts vii. 22)? But how very improbable this theory is 
can easily be shown. (1) The Hebrews would surely not 
have accepted an Egyptian name for their great deliverer ; 
did Saphenath-pa‘neah (if this form may be tolerated), which 
critics also regard as Egyptian, supplant Joseph? To this 
it may be added (2) that the vowel in mes (mesu) is short, 
whereas 0 in Mésheh is long,’ and (3) that the other names 
in the exodus-story (Pinehas, Hr), supposed to be 
Egyptian, have quite another origin. If so, then what is 
the most probable origin of Mwm (Mésheh)? Of course, not 
‘one who draws forth, a fit name for Yahweh, but not for 
Moses. Like Wn (vi. Ig) it must be grouped with the 
names ‘way and ‘wy, which either come from Sxynwm, or at 
any rate contain an element (tw) which represents that 
widely-spread name. It is, in fact, parallel to 7s (Aharon, 
Aaron), which surely has no connexion with jx (Redslob, 
Ed. Meyer), but comes naturally from }iomwx, ‘ Ashhuran’ 
(z.e. belonging to Ashhur). That 1x is often = mp is by 
this time clear. Cp. also poms, in the phrase ‘MNT On, 
from amr. Note the S. Arabian personal names quoted 
by Hommel (in Ulmer, Dze semzt. Eigennamen, pp. 35 f), 
viz. ‘Aharan, Hiri-‘ahar, ‘Ammi-‘ahar, and ‘Ahar-il, which, 
however, Hommel cannot explain. See also on iv. 14. 


1 Holzinger and Sayce are exceptions. The name ‘ Moses,’ says 
the former, is ‘unexplained.’ It is from the Ass, méshu, ‘hero, leader,’ 
says the latter ({7zbbert Lect. p. 47 ; but cp. Muss-Arnolt, Ass. Dict, s.v.). 
Jensen also has doubts. 

2 W. M. Miiller, #. Bzb., ‘Moses,’ § 2. 

3 Ed. Meyer grants this for Hir, but not for the two other names 
(Die Israel. p. 450). He infers from this admittedly singular fact that 
there must be ‘something true’ in the statement of the relations of 
Moses to Egypt. In none of these views can I follow Meyer. 
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MOSES, now of full age, goes out, espies a Misrite 
smiting a Hebrew, and kills the tyrant. The next day he 
interferes between two Hebrews striving together, but dis- 
covers that the bold action of yesterday has become known. 
The king, too, has heard of it, and seeks to kill Moses, who 
therefore flees to the land of Midian. 

There is some uncertainty as to the exact position of 
this region. Our safest plan just now is to keep to the 
Hebrew. texts.. From: Gen, xxv, 2 (cps toni auaes): 
XXXVli. 25, 27 f, Judg. viii. 22, 24, it appears that ‘ Midian’ 
was a branch of the great Yerahme’elite or Ishmaelite race, 
and from Ex. iii. 1 (cp. Hab. iii. 7) that their country was 
near Mt. Horeb or Sinai, the true situation of which was 
not that which later tradition affirmed. 

The name of the Midianitish place where Moses has 
arrived is not mentioned. Naturally he rests himself by 
the well. There he performs another generous act. The 
seven daughters of the priest (and prince) of Midian have 
come to draw water, and to fill the troughs for their father’s 
flock; but ‘the Arabians’ (o-ny7;' not ‘the shepherds,’ 
Dv) come and drive them away. The object of the 
Arabians is probably to make a prize of the sheep and 
goats. But the chivalrous stranger first ‘delivers them (the 
maidens) out of the hand of the Arabians,’ and then draws 
enough water for them and for the flock. 

The maidens return home. ‘ How is it that ye are so 
early ?’ asks the father. For it takes time to ‘roll the stone 


1 A plausible correction. For how should the shepherds treat the 
daughters of their priest so badly? See on 1 S. xvii. 4o, xxi. 8, Jer. 
Vin 35, Alm 142% 
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from the well’s mouth,’ and then to water the flock (Gen. 
xxix. 8, 10). So Moses is sent for; he has kept respect- 
fully in the background. He dwells with ‘the man’— 
for the name of the priest is not mentioned—and marries 
his host’s daughter Sipporah, by whom he has a son called 
Gershom. 

May we fill up the /acune of this story? Did Moses 
take sanctuary with the Midianite priest? Surely the 
narrator was not thinking of this. His aim was to bridge 
over the isolated story of the danger and deliverance of the 
child Moses, and it was another narrative which brought 
Moses into close connexion with the Midianites. Very 
possibly, however, more was originally said of the Midianite 
priest than is here given. The prevalent N. Arabian form 
of government was probably the theocratic, in which the 
ruler was God’s viceroy and therefore also God’s priest.’ 
To the narrator, however, the host of Moses is simply ‘the 
man’ (v. 21). J apparently did not give his name; at any 
rate ‘Reuel’ in v. 18 belongs to the redactor. 

As to the names which do exist, it would be absurd to 
suppose that they are really historical They are, indeed, 
such as might be borne by individuals. But there we 
must stop; the early story of Moses is plainly legendary. 
And just as wy (cp. win, vi. I9) is a development of 
‘way, or some other popular form of Syynw, so Sewn (v. 18," 
Minx 20), Yam (i “1, iv. 18; xvii. 1 77>), rw. (iv.C 18), 
and ann (Num. x. 29, Judg. iv. 11), all of which are in 
different places assigned to Moses’ father-in-law, come 
respectively from Synr (see on Gen. xxxvi. 4), T7NwR (see 
Gomme) Gen, xxv. 15), and diw-7rmy(see~on Jan, Gen. 
x. 29). mpx, like py (Num. xxii. 2), points to MAIS; cp. 
also ‘pq (Neh. iii. 31), and see EZ. Bzb., ‘Moses,’ § 4. It is 
J who relates the marriage of Moses, but in Num. xii. 1 E 
mentions that Moses had married a Kushite woman (m7). 


1 Cp. the Assyrian patesz, the Sabeean mudbarrib, and perhaps the 
Minzan adbire (Nielsen, Die altarab. Mondreligion, p. 137). There 
were also, of course, priests confined to the cultus, called in N.-W. 
Arabia /ewz (Hommel, etc.) ; some compare Levi. 

2 Not in @ (v. 18). In wv. 16 © twice inserts Iofop. In Gen. 
xxxvi. 10, Reuel is an Edomite. 
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Probably, however, wi) (as a N. Arabian regional name) is a 
shortened form of WIN (on, I S. xxi. II, etc.), 2¢. IWR = 
mx. We must remember that Sippdrah’s father is best 
known as 1m, a name which (as we have just seen) means 
that his home was in Ashtarite (or Ashhurite) territory.’ 
Her son, too, is called nw. (cp. Sinaitic wn), ze. not 
‘expulsion,’ nor ‘his name is our guest,” nor ‘a stranger, 
or fugitive, is the moon,’* but, like pwo2 (vi. 16, Gen. xlvi. 11), 
is formed from 7mw=cMwr. See also on 72v, xiii. 12, and 
on jt, Gen. xlv. 10, and note that in 1 Chr. xxiii. 16 the son 
of Gershom is Shebuel (=Ishmael); also that 720w in 
Judg. iii. 31 (v. 6) comes from own. and niy from jmx. 
Note that N. Arabian names mean N. Arabian legends. 
One question remains. Did the earliest tradition repre- 
sent Médsheh (Moses) as a Levite? No. Originally he 
must have been a divinely sent and semi-divine hero, the 
deliverer of Israel. Very soon, however, the ideal of the 
hero was fused with that of the priest and the legislator, 
and a clan traced its origin to the ideal representative of 
the higher priesthood. A Mésheh-clan arose, which 
attached itself to the tribe of Levi, the tribe which combined 
religious enthusiasm with warlike energy, and became the 
guardian of the sacred objects. The higher priesthood 
existed side by side with the lower. The work of the 
former was to report divine oracles, and give decisions in the 
name of God; that of the lower, to attend to the cultus, to 
suard the holy vessels, and, if need were, to fight. Mdésheh, 
as has been noticed by Nielsen, represents the higher style 
of priest, Aharén the lower. Both are connected by E with 
Levi. In ii. I we read respecting the father and mother of 
Mésheh, ‘ There went a man of the house of Levi, and took 
(to wife) the daughter of Levi’* So at least the text has 
to be translated, and if the name of the maiden is not 
mentioned, we must suppose that this is due either to 
accident or to the redactor. In iv. 14 we are told that 


1 In Gen. xxxvi. 26 we find yom, z.e. 1” (= 7nwx) with the ending 
j; Ithran is a Horite (Ashhurite). 

2 So Nielsen, of. cz. p. 131. 3 Winckler, 4OF xxi. 470. 

4 @, however, has os eAaBev tov Ovyarépwv Aevt, »b miap, which 
Baentsch adopts. 
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‘the anger of Yahweh was kindled against Moses, and he 
said, Is there not Aaron thy brother the Levite?’ But 
whether Moses and Aaron are rightly connected thus with 
Levi is a question difficult to answer (see p. 232). 


PHe BURNING BUSH Cx. iL es-6): 


How Mal’ak Yahweh (or Elohim) appeared to Moses and 
declared his name. We have two accounts (E and J) of this 
great event. According to one, ‘Moses kept the flock of 
Jethro his father-in-law, and led the flock . . ., and came to 
the mountain of the Godhead, to Horeb. And Elohim 
called to him and said, Moses, Moses! and he said, Here 
am I. And he said, I am the God ... And Moses hid 
his face, for he was afraid to look upon Elohim. Accord- 
ing to the other, ‘Mal’ak Yahweh appeared to him in a 
flame of fire out of the midst of . .. And he looked, and 
behold! .. . burned, and ... was not consumed. And 
Moses thought, Let me now turn aside, and see this great 
sight, why .. . is not burnt up. And when Yahweh saw 
that he turned aside to see, he said out of the midst of 
. . 4! Come not nearer, draw thy shoes from thy feet, for 
the place whereon thou standest is holy ground.’ 

On J’s account the following comment is given by Prof. 
Ed. Meyer :’—‘ Where this thorn-bush (711) is situated we 


1 Arranging the text in accordance with the documentary analysis. 

2 Die Israeliten, pp. 3, 4. Unfortunately Gressmann (£schatol. 
p. 56) also supposes that mo, ‘thorn-bush,’ and ‘0 must be connected. 
He admits, however, the ‘singularity’ of the idea that Yahweh’s holy 
plant was the thorn-bush, and conjectures that the reason is that there 
was an overgrowth of this bush on Sinai (= ‘the overgrown with thorn- 
bushes’). A poor sort of mountain! For Nielsen’s view—that the 
Seneh was a kind of cassia used for sacrifices of incense—see his A/tarad. 
Mondreligion, pp. 134 f. 
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are not told; the article (727) shows that it is assumed to 
be universally known. In the extant literature it only 
occurs in the old song, Dt. xxxiii. 16, where Yahweh is 
called TD  2Dw, “the inhabiter of the thorn-bush.” We 
have therefore before us an old popular faith, which after- 
wards became obsolete, according to which Yahweh has his 
proper and permanent dwelling-place in such a bush sur- 
rounded by a flame. The name of the bush 730—the word 
occurs nowhere else—clearly alludes to Sinai, which the older 
view placed, not on the “ Sinaitic”” peninsula, but in Midian’ 

I am afraid that some of the weakness of our textual 
criticism reveals itself here. Neither Meyer nor any one 
else has yet proved that such a word as 7772p, ‘ thorn-bush, 
belonged to the old Hebrew Sprachschatz. The lexicons do 
indeed refer to Dt. xxxiii. 16, but this is plainly dependent 
on Ex. iii. 2; if the latter passage was misread, and aD 
given for some other word, the final redactor of Dt. xxxiii. 
would take care that the same false reading should be given 
in the former passage. It is not probable, either that there 
was a sacred thorn-bush in the land of Midian so universally 
known to Israelites that it could be referred to by one of 
their narrators, or that in our narrator’s time the idea 
that Yahweh was the zumen of a thorn-bush was widely 
prevalent. Moreover, had some sacred plant been meant, 
some tree would surely have been chosen; one recalls the 
burning terebinth of Mamre,' and the burning walnut-tree 
spoken of to-day at Nebk.2 We may at'least be thankful 
that the ‘fire’ is not rationalised into the fire-red blossoms.? 
No one nowadays is unaware of the meaning of lambent 
flames. But why is there such true insight into the 
meaning which the flame about the bush would have if the 
bush were really mentioned, and such a want of criticism of 
the word rendered ‘bush.’ And yet in Dt. Zc. some critics 
have already discerned \y»)D underneath 7p, and it is only a 
step further to read *>DT7 (or (1D 7M) for T2707 in Exodus. 
To suppose with Meyer and others an allusion to the name 
sD is very far-fetched indeed. 


1 W. R. Smith, RS®, p. 193. 
2 Curtiss, Primitive Semitic Religion To-day, p. 193. 
3 Schenkel’s Bzbel-Lexicon, ii. 13; cp. Gray, £. Brb., col. 615. 
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It is J and P who use the name ‘ Sinai’ for the sacred 
mountain; E prefers ‘Horeb.” According to Winckler,’ 
aun means ‘glowing heat, ze the sun at the summer 
solstice, and 1», ‘belonging to Sin, the moon-god. It is 
very doubtful, however, whether names such as po (xvi. I, 
xvii. I, etc.) are really monuments of the wide-spread cultus 
of the Babylonian moon-god; the analogies which have 
been accumulating rather point to an ethnological origin. 
Perhaps 17 should be grouped with the clan-name 17m (see 
on, Gen. xlvin 17) > at any sate, poi (see: on ‘xvi. 1; andion 
Genwx.t7).comes: from jow = Savin, like TID, the name 
of a well-known rock in 1 S. xiv. 4. Certainly the pre- 
Israelitish name of the sacred Arabian mountain was, not 
Sin’s mountain, but ‘ Yerahme’el’s mountain, which the 
Israelites changed into ‘Yahweh’s mountain’ (Num. x. 33) 
or ‘the Godhead’s mountain’ (v. 1). 

And where was the sacred mountain situated? We 
get most definite information from 1 K. xix. 3 f, which 
has, I hope, been cleared up in Cvzz. Bzb. (pp. 347 f.), except 
that it should be further noticed that ywn2-bx (EV, ‘ went 
for his life’) must have come from pow-5x =/nw~dx (cp. 
o[yp mW, v. 4, ‘towards Yam (= Yaman or Yerahme’el)).’ 
But even our Exodus-passage speaks plainly enough—‘ he 
led the flock--2907 -MN.’ ‘Behind the wilderness’ is, of 
course, a wrong reading ; what sort of topographical notice 
is this? In order to produce clearness, we have but to 
recollect one of the commonest textual corruptions, viz. 77x 
for 7m7wN (cp. I K. Ze), and then transpose the two words 
of the phrase (omitting as redactional). Thus 7270 
qmwr, ‘to the wilderness of Ashhur. It was here that 
in its terrible grandeur the holy mountain rose. 

As the narrative stands, one might suppose that the 
Hebrew shepherd approached the mountain quite un- 
suspiciously. The sequel, however, is hardly favourable to 
this view. Deeply had he been stirred by the fate of his 
people, and this inward experience must surely (if we may 
give the reins to our imagination) have prepared him for 
some change in his outer lot. So, when a divine voice is 
heard addressing him, he bravely listens. He has not, 

IE (debs, ORSINEWNS Gy 
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however, heard of the danger of ‘touching’ even the border 
of the mountain (xix. 12 4) without physical preparation ; 
the divinity himself, therefore, must tell him what to do. 

And who is the Great Being who thus communes with 
Moses? According to E it is Elohim, by which E means 
either Yahweh, or perhaps Yerahme’el (see p. 69), who was 
thought even by the Israelites to have a special interest in 
human affairs. According to J it was either Mal’ak Yahweh 
or Yahweh; there is, however, no difference between the 
names, for Mal’ak means Yerahme’el, who is, strictly speak- 
ing, the second member of the divine duad, but may be put 
first when it is he who specially reveals himself to human 
eye and ear (p. 369). 

Now Mal’ak Yahweh, among his other aspects, was a 
fire-god (see p. 31). This was why he spoke to Moses, as 
afterwards to the Israelites (Dt. iv. 11, 12), out of the midst 
of burning Sinai. As Dr. C. T. Beke long ago maintained,’ 
Sinai was most probably a volcanic mountain, and though 
it may not have had eruptions within the O.T. period, 
yet tradition may have told of its pristine activity. That 
the phenomenon described in iii. 2 is not altogether as 
terrible as that in Ex. xix. 16, 18, may be admitted. But 
the narrator is justified in mitigating the terrors of primitive 
Sinai out of condescension to Moses at the outset of his 
career. Still, we are told that Moses ‘hid his face’ (cp. 1 K. 
xix. 13, Isa. vi. 2). Every one knew that to see God was 
dangerous: to. life (xxxi. 20, Gen. xxxii. 31). 

The language in which this great Being makes himself 
known (v. 6) appeals to us, as it must also have appealed to 
all Israelites who knew and loved the stories of the 
patriarchs. But it does not follow that the present form of 
words is exactly that chosen by the original writer. Indeed, 
it is not certain that the words are, strictly speaking, in- 
telligible. ‘I am the God of thy father’ (cp. xv. 2, xviii. 4). 
What, pray, does this mean? Is it the father of Moses who 
is referred to? But neither E nor J appears to have known 
who the father of Moses was; and, in any case, how could 
Moses’ father take precedence of the three great patriarchs ? 


1 See p. 563, and cp. Gunkel, Ausgewahilte Psalmen, p. 160; 
Gressmann, £schatol. pp. 42 7; Ed. Meyer, Die [sraeliten, p. 69. 
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Now it so happens that there are parallel passages in the 
text of Genesis in which similar stumbling-blocks occur. 
Let the reader refer to the notes on these (ze. on Gen. 
XXVill. 13; XXxXi. 29, Xxxii. 9, xlix: 25), and he will see the 
justification of reading here 17wx 5x ory dx, where 
two variants are put side by side (PAN=Ry, DOTMIN= 
omy; poy =amwr). After the original reading had 
been miswritten the redactor (as also in v. 15) added 
apy ’Ss. We cannot blame the redactor; the sense 
produced, except as regards Jyix, is satisfactory. It will be 
noticed that in vv. 13, 15, 16, o> MIN /5x takes the place of 
pan /5x (v. 6). 


THE ANNOUNCEMENT OF GOOD TIDINGS 
(EXILES 7-15) 


A GLORIOUS divine promise is next given. By means of 
Moses the people shall be brought out of Misrim into ‘a 
good land and a large.” Moses hears devoutly, but finds 
two difficulties, which Elohim considers and removes. The 
first relates to Moses’ qualifications for so great a task; the 
second to the name of the God who sends him, for the 
Israelites will desire to know this name in order that they 
may duly invoke it in their cultus, 

ineggn sand 1-7 (also? Lev. xx.24;-Num.- xii. 27, Dt. 
vi. 3, xi. 9, etc., and in Jer. and Ezek.) the promised land is 
described as one ‘flowing with milk and honey. The 
phrase probably comes from old poems or legends tinged 
with mythology. That the original Canaan (wherever 
situated) was not deficient in milk and honey appears from 
Gen. xvilies, Jude. iv. 10, v. 25,-etc.; Gen xitiv 11, 1K: 
xiv. 3) (honey); Judg. iv. 8 7, 18, 1-Soxtv. 26 f. But we 

34 
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shall not fully realise the charm of the expression unless we 
trace it to some mythic description of the Golden Age, ze. 
of Paradise, and remember that the Paradise of the Hebrews 
was originally placed in the N. Arabian border-land.. The 
ethnics in v. 84 are probably a gloss (see on Gen. x. 16 f, 
ii 7 0), 

Of the two difficulties mentioned by Moses, the second 
is in much need of an improved explanation. The timid 
man whom his God is training into a hero is at a loss to 
know what name to give to his Sender when he goes 
among his people. He is sure that they will ask to 
be told the name of his God, and he knows not how 
to answer them (v. 13, E). Hence a special revelation is 
given, but what that revelation was is still undetermined. 
Most critics assume that some new name of God was 
revealed ; ze. that the name ‘Yahweh’ was here (according 
to E) for the first time made known to Moses, and 
through him to the Israelites. 78 Wx 77 is therefore 
considered to be an explanation of the name 7M; it is 
rendered either ‘I am that which I am, or ‘I am because I 
am,’ or ‘I will be that which I will be, all most unsatis- 
factory,’ and, as regards the first and the third, leading up 
to the view of Lagarde and Ed. Meyer that the Speaker 
endeavours to evade answering the question (cp. Gen. xxxii. 
30, Judg. xiii. 18). Difficult, too, in another way, is the 
second half of v. 14. How can 77» be represented as the 
name of the God who sends Moses? Should we not 
expect mm?* Textual criticism, however, may suggest 
some other explanation. tx, as we have seen already 
not unfrequently comes from ws, which is a possible divine 
name, and 77N may be a corruption of mp, which is 


1 See pp. 85 #7, and cp. &. Bz6., vol. ii. (1901), ‘ Honey,’ ‘ Marah,’ 
‘Paradise,’ § 9; Usener, Rhein. Museum, n.f., lvii. 179-192; Stade, 
ZATW, 1902, pp. 325 7; Guidi, Bollettino, 1877, p. 424, and Revue 
bibligue, 1903, pp. 241 #% (milk and honey the most exquisite drink 
that a pastoral people could imagine). 

2 See Baentsch or Dillm. ad. Zoc.; and cp. Driver, in Studia Biblica, 
i. 15-18 (1885); Kautzsch in £. Bzb., col. 332353 also Life of Max 
Miiller, ii. 279 (supposed Zoroastrian influence). 

3 Holzinger and Budde (Religion of Israel, p. 14), also W. R. 
Arnold, would even read m7 for max. 
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another form of the same divine name. “wy and the second 
MAN (ze. TWN) may therefore be, the first a gloss, the 
second a dittograph. V. 14 thus becomes, ‘And Elohim 
said to Moses, Ashhur ; and he said, Thus shall ye say to 
the Israelites, Ashhur has sent me unto you. Out of this, 
‘Ashhur’ and the attendant gloss and dittograph, together 
with the following ‘and he said, may safely be cut out as 
scribal and redactional, so that all that Elohim said to Moses 
was, ‘Tell the bené Israel, Ashhur has sent me to you.’ 
That a redactor has been at work is plain, not only from 
v. 14, but also from v. 15, which is practically an extended 
gloss on v. 14, but which has probably supplanted some 
further statement of E, according to which Yahweh was now 
combined with the older name Ashhur. That the whole 
story has superseded a tradition of a contest between 
Yahweh and Moses, in which the latter won the revelation 
of the name Yahweh (see on xvii. 1-16), is a needless 
conjecture. 

A few phrases may here be commented upon. First, 
‘Yahweh the God of the Hebrews’ (iii. 18 ; cp. v. 3, vii. 16, 
txt, 13, x. 3). ' The phrase-may well surprise us; for if 
the Israelites had but the other day been made acquainted 
with Yahweh, how could he at once be called the ‘God of 
the Hebrews’? In Ezek. xx. 7 we find a polemic against 
the devotees of ‘Misrite deities. There may have been a 
tradition in Ezekiel’s time of a special Yahwist propaganda. 
At any rate, the worshippers of Yahweh can hardly have 
been more than a sect, as compared with the worshippers of 
El-Arab, El-Asshur, or El-Yerahme’el.—In the same passage 
let us note the modest requirement of a ‘three days’ journey 
into the wilderness’ (so v. 3, viii. 27). Prof. Petrie* thinks 
this phrase ‘unmeaning to one who does not know Sinai’ 
(ze. Serbal). ‘Three days, however, is a conventional phrase 
(see on v. 3) for ‘a short journey.’ It was enough for the 
Israelites to remove to a short distance from Misrite territory. 


1 Prof. W. R. Arnold’s art. on Ex. iii. 14 (JBL xxiv., 1905, pp. 
107 #7.) is learned, but textually too conservative. He thinks that 
v.14ais a Midrashic gloss on v. 146. There is indeed an element of 
truth in this. But 77x qwkx an is surely corrupt. 

2 Researches in Sinat (1906), p. 203. 
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—In iv. 14 occurs the phrase ‘Aaron the Levite.’ Aaron 
(Ahar6én, >w7N ; see on ii. 10) need not originally have been 
the brother of Moses; he seems to belong to a different 
traditional stratum, according to which he, and not Moses, 
was the supposed progenitor of the Levites, ze. of the priests 
(Dt. xviii. 1 ff). To make a distinction between the 
‘brothers, Moses was represented as a bad speaker, and 
Aaron as his spokesman (iv. 16). 


MOSES GOES TO MISRIM (Ex. Iv. 18-26, JE) 


MOSES now sets out on his great enterprise. Fearing lest 
his father-in-law should seek to detain him, he only speaks 
of desiring to visit his brethren, z.e. his relatives (Gen. xiii. 8, 
xxix. 12). The danger to Moses, however, is not as great 
as it might have been, for the Misrite king who had sought 
his life is, dead) (see. ii.. 15,23); 7. 19 indeed sayspoalliine 
men. So Moses, either alone (so E), or with wife and 
child’ (so J), takes the road to Misrim, carrying with him 
his wonder-working staff. 

This ‘staff’ (Tmo) first appears in iv. I-g (J). Itisa 
part of the apparatus of an enchanter (vii. II, 123 cp. 
Winckler, G/ ii. 92). E states (differently from J) that God 
entrusted Moses with a staff which he had not previously 
possessed, to perform his wonderful works (iv. 17 ; cp. 208), 
and that of the five ‘plagues’ four were produced by his 
lifting up or stretching out his staff. Cp. also the Rephidim- 
story (xvii. 8-12) P, however, attaches thaumaturgic 
importance to the staff of Aaron.” See further E. Bz, 
col. 3210. 


' Read 433. It is E who gives Moses two sons (see on xviii. I #7). 
2 Cp. 2 K. iv. 29 (Elisha’s staff, mywn). 
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On the way a wonderful thing happens. In his first 
night-quarters Yahweh falls upon Moses as if to killhim. A 
fatal issue is only averted by the promptness of Sipporah, 
who takes a flint-knife and circumcises her son, so appeasing 
the angry deity. This is the origin of the expression ‘a 
bridegroom of blood, first applied by Sipporah to her 
husband. So at least the present text appears to mean. 
But what a strange story it is, especially when we recall the 
great task so lately assigned to Moses.’ It must be old, says 
Holzinger,” because of the ‘heathenish’ representation of 
Yahweh. ‘Colouring and tone, says the same critic, 
‘remind us of the story of Jacob’s wrestling.’ But there are 
differences between the narratives. In Gen. xxxii. 25 ff the 
divine ‘man’ is unknown to Jacob. But taking vv. 24-26 
as they stand, no one would say that Moses and his wife 
failed to recognise Yahweh in the angry assailant. Nor has 
Jacob’s great antagonist a design upon his life, whereas the 
god who attacks Moses is like one of the dangerous and 
malicious Jinn of Arabian folklore. It is a mere guess 
(1) that Moses has offended Yahweh by omitting to be cir- 
cumcised, (2) that Sipporah supposes that the circumcision 
of her son will do instead of the circumcision of Moses, and 
(3) that the story aims at accounting for the transference of 
circumcision from the age of youthful maturity to that of 
infancy (Gen. xvii. 12). The story as it stands is unintelli- 
gible, and the explanation of ow jnm from the Arabic 
hatana ‘to circumcise, fatan*” ‘son-in-law,’ which has long 
been prevalent,? is only justifiable if the context is in the 
main correct and rightly understood. The latest and not 
the least eminent of our critics * has already affirmed that 
it has not yet been understood aright. His own explanation, 
however, is by no means satisfactory, owing to his omission 
of textual criticism. 

It is true previous scholars had started on a wrong track. 
Baentsch, for instance, thus explains 5x15 yam (v. 25), 


Carpenter-Harford, Hexateuch, 1. 85. 
Exodus, pp. 9-16; cp. Lindl. in d. Hex. p. 133. 
Wellh. Pol.) pp. 354 7.3 Stade, ZATW vi. 142 f.; Enc. Brit.” 
‘Circumcision.’ 
4 Ed. Meyer, Dze /svaeliten, p. 59. 


1 
2 
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‘beriihrt damit die Fiisse, d. h. hier die Scham oder Geni- 
talien ihres Mannes.’ His notion is that Sipporah applied 
circumcision in a roundabout way to her husband, and so 
appeased Yahweh’s wrath. He compares 2 K. xviii. 27, 
Isa. vii. 20, xxxvi..12, and Geiger, Urschrift, p) 410. \) but 
the later critic goes much further. ‘It is clear, he says, 
‘that Sippdrah applies a charm which is to work on Yahweh.’ 
And he adds, ‘also wirft sie die Vorhaut am Jahwes Ge- 
schlechtsteile, so dass diese blutig werden ; und jetzt ist er ihr 
Blutbrautigam—das kann nur heissen, dass er sie als Braut 
heimgefiihrt hat und davon blutig ist.’ 

Our critic further conjectures that in the original legend 
much more distinct expressions were used. ‘It is almost a 
miracle that J preserved the narrative, and that later scribes 
did not strike it out’ The wonder, perhaps, rather is that 
modern critics should have been capable of accepting the 
story as it stands, and should have supported their interpre- 
tations by comparing passages, many of which, critically 
viewed, are equally liable to suspicion.’ 

The unsatisfactoriness of the current criticism naturally 
suggests approaching the subject from a new point of view. 
Prof. H. P. Smith seeks for light from the highly archaic 
usages of the tribes of Central Australia as expounded by 
Spencer and Gillen.” The underlying theory is that both 
the blood and the amputated skin of circumcision are power- 
ful charms, and that in case the actual rite cannot be per- 
formed, blood obtained from the place of circumcision 
will be equally effective. Prof. Smith conjectures that 
Moses had delayed to sacrifice his son, and that Sippdrah 
saw that the blood of the (circumcised) boy would be 
accepted, though his life was spared. The editor was 
reluctant to preserve such a primitive notion; hence the 


1 J quite admit that 127-4233 in Gen. xxxii. 26 @ is correctly read, and 
refers to Yahweh (see p. 399). But the context of that passage is 
perfectly clear, which is not the case here. As to 2 K. vi. 25, x. 27, 
XViil. 27, Isa. xxvill. 8, 10, see my Crz¢ica Biblica. It may be added that, 
even morally, a keener and more methodical textual criticism corrects a 
number of O.T. passages which have been applied to the discredit of N. 
Semitic manners. Our commentaries and histories seem to need much 
modification on such points. 


92 


2 ¢Ethnological Parallels to Ex. iv. 24-26,’ /BL xxv. 14 7. (1906). 
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fragmentary form of the story. But however this may be, 
Prof. Smith is pretty certain that when the Hebrew tradition 
arose, it was already the custom to ‘rub the blood from a 
young man, or from a child just circumcised, or to rub the 
amputated piece of skin, on the men of the clan,’ and that 
‘tradition supposed this to have arisen because at one time 
Moses was very ill, and was saved by the circumcision-blood 
of his firstborn son.’ The original ending of the paragraph 
before us was probably this,—‘ Therefore, to the present 
day, when a child is circumcised, the foreskin is rubbed on 
the feet of each man of the family. But Prof. Smith fully 
admits that ‘the present ending is unintelligible’ 

It seems to me that we can hardly expect that such a 
narrative as this acute scholar supposes would have been 
preserved even in a modified and fragmentary form. That 
being the case, we must try what textual criticism of the 
newer sort can do. This strange story ought, it would seem, 
to be grouped with the equally doubtful narratives in Josh. 
vy. 2 f and 1 S. xviii. 25-27, and with the Dinah-story in 
Gen. xxxiv. In all these passages the apparent references 
to circumcision (5n, dyn, nda, ordox) are due to textual 
corruption. Following these and other precedents (for poo 
see on Josh. iv. 3), we may read, for pon2 x app) pody 92701, 
while m7 should probably be ‘trp (ze. Sxnrm); ‘ Yerah- 
me’el’ would here be used like pony in xvii. 13 (‘ Amalek’ 
comes from ‘Yerahme’el’). 22 mday may come from 
odny -02, ‘the sons of Arel’ (ze. Yerahme’el)! The enig- 
matical $5315 yar should perhaps be orS37 nyna, ‘at the 
hill of Rogelim.’ ‘Rogelim’ seems to be one of the corrup- 
tions of ‘ Yerahme’el’; but its origin had, of course, been 
forgotten when this story took shape (for San, see on Gen. 
xxxiii. 14, Judg. v. 15). oO MT jNN, too, can hardly be 
right. It may be a corruption of ow [x] oN» (cp. 
xvii. 14), and % mmx may come from Sxanx=5xynm, a 
gloss on pw [NX]. 1200 FM may be derived from AY NW 
oSxor, ‘that is, Arabia of the Verahme’elites’ (cp. on 
OTN NID, Gen. xvi. 12 @; 1200 occurs sometimes for ody). 
The final clause, beginning Tn In, is virtually a dittograph, 


1 Soy — bxonv has been abundantly proved. See on Gen. xxxiv. and 
on Ezek. xxxil. 19 7% 
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introduced because of ndyo5, which is another explanation 
of ow [x], meaning ‘with reference to Ethmaal ( = Ishmael).’ 
Cp. don and 5yomr, often (eg. 1 S. x. 11) for Syomn. 

The story thus understood is a glorification of Sipporah, 
who, with nothing but a sharp stone, rudely fashioned 
perhaps into a knife, succeeded in wounding and dispersing 
a band of Arabian marauders. Both Moses (see on ii. 17 a) 
and Sipporah have, therefore, proved their courage against 
the Arabians. It is difficult to be quite sure of the text, but 
one correction (viz. Sxamx> for ndinS) seems practically 
certain, and that carries with it others. The text here 
proposed runs thus, ‘ And so it fell out that, in the wilderness 
of Almon, Yerahme’el fell upon him and sought to slay him. 
And Sipporah took a flint-knife and destroyed the sons of 
Arel at the hill of Rogelim; and she said, I have blotted 
out the (A)rammites. [Then she said, I have blotted out the 
(A)rammites, with reference to Ishmael.]’ 


FIRST DEALINGS. WITH THE OPPRESSOR 
(EX. ¥..1-Vi-t) 


LET me here inquire once more,’ ‘Is it likely that two 
Hebrews should have had colloquies with a king so fenced 
in by etiquette as the king of Egypt? ... There is no 
evidence that the writer considered Moses to have held a 
rank in Egyptian society which facilitated his admission, 
together with Aaron, before Pharaoh. It may also be 
asked, Would the phrase m7 An (cp. v. I, x. 9) have been 
intelligible to an Egyptian king, the underlying notion of 
a hag (see E. Bzb., ‘Dance, § 3) being specially Arabian? 
Another phrase which suggests that Egypt was not originally 


1 *Testing Biblical Passages,’ Am. J. of Theol., April 1905, p. 326. 
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regarded as the land where the Israelites sojourned underlies 
the untranslatable »2 onx (v. 19). Most probably this 
is a scribe’s error for np Some = /y Sxvom, ‘Arabian 
Ishmael,’ which seems to be a geographical gloss explaining 
where the sacrifice (v. 17) was to be held. ‘Arabian 
Ishmael’ was, in fact, the region of Horeb or Sinai. From 
v. 3 (iii. 18, viii. 27) we gather that the most sacred place 
of the Hebrews was three days’ journey in the wilderness. 
‘Three days’ may be a conventional phrase for a short 
journey (cp. Gen. xxx. 36, Num. x. 33), but even so Horeb 
or Sinai was certainly more than a short journey from the 
spot where, according to most recent critics, the progress of 
the Israelites began." As to v. Ig, it may be well to add 
that ixt™ should probably be rendered ‘and they (the 
officers of the bené Israel) feared.’ A more radical correc- 
tion would, however, be welcome.—On the difficulties of the 


whole story about the straw, reference may be made to 
W. M. Miiller, &. 82é., ‘ Bricks.’ 


eer RE SHO DLVINE, NAME (Ex: vi. 27.) 


THIS is the Priestly Writer's statement—so important for 
Jewish theology—trespecting the earliest use of the divine 
name ‘ Yahweh. We are now, he tells us, at the end of a 
period (the third—see on Gen. xvii.) of history, and the 
beginning of the new period is marked by the revelation of 


1 Horeb may, however, have been represented in the primitive 
story as ‘three days’ journey’ from some point in Misrim in the 
wilderness of Shur or Asshur. Note that iii. 1 originally stated that 
Moses ‘led the flock to the wilderness of Ashhur, and came to the 
mountain of the Godhead, to Horeb’ (see on iii. 1). Cp. &. &76., 
‘Moses,’ § 9. 
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the name ‘Yahweh.’ This, it is true, runs directly counter 
to the evidence of the Yahwist, according to whom the 
name ‘ Yahweh’ was known to the patriarchs, but it must 
be remembered that the Yahwist also represents the deity 
of the Israelites as a compound of Yahweh and an earlier 
deity called by the Israelites Yerahme’el. 


HESITATION. OF MOSES (EX: VL f0-826 
cp. IV. 10-12) 


BoTH J and P agree that Moses was not a fluent speaker. 
P, however, uses a strange and therefore critically interesting 
expression, DoNDW ory, ‘of uncircumcised lips. According 
to Holzinger, this is an edifying reproduction of the sense of 
iv. 10. Similar phrases are, it is remarked, metaphorically 
used int Jer vi. 10, Lev. xxvi. 41, Ezek: xliv. 9, Jer ixees 
The last two passages, however, are certainly corrupt ; they 
are among the numerous passages in which 55y and 5ym are 
due to corruption (cp. on iv. 24-26, Josh. v. 2). More- 
over, the argument that Moses is not eloquent has already 
been offered by him in iv. 10 (J) as a reason why he should 
not be sent to the Israelites, whereas in vi. 12, 30 (P), it is 
clearly a new and special reason why he should not be sent 
to the king of Misrim that is given. It should also be 
noticed that Aaron, in P, never displays his capacity for 
speech before the king; indeed, speech is not required, for 
Moses is (according to P) to come before ‘ Pharaoh’ clothed 
with divine omnipotence, and Aaron to be simply his agent. 
What, then, was a possible reason why Moses should hesitate 
to go before ‘Pharaoh’? Surely the fact that he belonged 
to the oppressed people. Now 51y in Judg. (xiv. 3, xv. 18), 
I S. (xiv. 6) xvil 26, 36, xxxi.4)) and <2) Sx(220 ion 
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synonym for »nw5p (ond), and the Philistines of the O.T. 
are a N. Arabian people. So too are the Sarephathites or 
Sephathites. Another form of npy is maw (see on 1 K. 
xix. 16). Possibly, therefore, we should read [»nay] 4x >», 
t.e. ‘seeing that I am an Arelite [Sephathite]’ That Moses 
in the original story was connected with the Sarephathites is 
probable from ii. 21 (Sipporah). That he was an Arelite, 
t.e. Yerahme’elite, follows from his Israelite origin, probably 
too from his name (see on ii. 10). 


GENEALOGICAL LIST (Ex. v1. 14-25, P) 


Pioy.17 note *Libni’ and “Shimi’; group the one 
with ‘Laban’ (Gen. xxviii. 2), and the other with Shema = 
Ishmael—In v. 18 pnopy* should be grouped with pon. 
The meaning ‘in good condition’ (Nodldeke, £. 2b, 
‘Names, § 77) is surely improbable. For py (from 
Oy) cp. mny (place-name) and oy (Omri); oO1=o7N. 
The name Amramu occurs in an Assyrian deed (Johns, 
Deeds, iii. 81).—771. See on rmx, Gen. xxiii. 8—5dxv, 
probably from Symp; study the occurrences of 71y (clan- 
name), and cp. &. £20., col. 5240, note 1. In v. 19 on 
is transparent; cp. on nbn, Gen. xxviii. 9. win, cp. on 
mwo (ii. 10). 

Special interest attaches to ‘Yokebed, the aunt of 
Amram and mother of Aaron and Moses (v. 20, P). The 
Mame (7297) must go with TapK (1 S. iv. 21). Both 
probably come from ov-apy, ‘Jacob of [A]ram’ (see on 
‘ Akbor,’ Gen. xxxvi. 38). The usual analysis—y =, and 


2 Cp. poy, Aramaic; ny, Sinaitic (Cooke, p. 199). 
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J) = Ns, ‘ glory’—has wrong presuppositions * (cp. Nestle, 
Eigennamen, pp. 77 ff.; Gray, HPN, p. 156). On apr, 
see on Gen. ;xxv. 26.>—V. 21. “mp, ‘seem one Gem 
xxxvi. 5.— 3, from the clan-name 15}, a variation of mn 
(Zerah); cp. on Gen. xxxviii. 30—V. 22. Sxwn, from 
NyOw; cp. Sy99 from Syor.—yoxdn. Sx shortened 
from 539 =/prm. px, a N. Arabian region (see on xiv. 2).— 
“inp, like no (Num. xiii. 13), from Inox = 7Nwx.— V. 23. 
pimdx, not ‘God swears’ (as Noldeke, doubtfully, Z. Bzé., 
col.1279), but from Sx = 5x (see above),and yim = Sxvow.— 
ATM», from [nay (see above), and 249 = AMI (1 Chr. v. 19).— 
pwr, either ‘little serpent’ (Z. Bzd., ‘Names, § 68), or 
rather a corruption of jntir, ze. Ashhur-ethan (formative 3 
prefixed). Cp. xnwm (2 K. xxiv. 8).—nWm1x, perhaps 
corrupted out of 71K (ze. Arab-yarhu), so as to produce 
‘(my) father is He. @*, however, gives aBicovp (YAN), 
and @™, aBsov8 (TAN).—vde from 5x9 (=/orm) and the 
clan-name “Wy (see above)——nrmx, parallel to Sim» and 
tiyx, and therefore= nov» CXR= IN). See on Gen. 
XXXviii. 6. 

V. 24. First among the sons of Korah stands oN 
(as if ‘prisoner’). The name meets us again in 1 Chr. 
iii, 17, apparently as an appendage to rm 2D, but really it 
is the first part of the compound name rightly read as 
Sxmwr Dwr. Similarly, in Isa. x. 4 TON comes from NWR, 
also here.—rpdn, from 5x = 5x9, and mp, connected with 
the tribal name pp. Cp. also nap, Num. xxxii. 42.— 
ADNAN, not ‘my father has gathered’ (BDB), but, in accord- 
ance with parallels (see on Gen. xvii. 5), from DN», 
‘Asaphite Arabia.’ Dx is a N. Arabian clan-name (see on 
‘Joseph; xxx, 24 ). 

V. 25a should be quoted in full. ‘And Eleazar, son 
of Aaron, took him one of the daughters of Putiel to wife ; 
and she bare him Pinehas.’ Putiel occurs only here. It is 
usual to regard it as half Egyptian, half Semitic. Putiel 
will thus mean ‘he whom El has given’; cp. Potiphera‘, 


1 According to Hommel (G» p. 95), ‘ in I-kabod, I-tamar, I-ezer, 
I-Sai, represents the Sumerian name of the moon, Ai, which was 
Semitised into Yau. Thus °s in I-kabod and Yo in Yo-kebed will be 
equivalent. Again, wrong presuppositions. 
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if this really means ‘he whom Ra has given’ (but see on 
Gen, xxxvii. 36). This accords with the explanation of 
Pinehas given by Egyptologists. Yet it is to be un- 
hesitatingly rejected. 1. None of the O.T. names given 
formerly by Nestle and the present writer,’ and lately by 
Néldeke (Z. Bzb., ‘Names, § 81), as having an Egyptian 
origin are rightly thus accounted for. Hur, for instance, is 
not = Horus,’ but shortened from Ashhur (which, of course, 
is not=‘man of Horus’). Pashhur (Jer. xx. I, etc.) comes 
from Pad-ashhur, or the like® Ahira (Num. i. 15, etc.) is 
not ‘a brother is Ra,’ but (see Pesh.) a corruption of Ahida 
(see on Abida, Gen. xxv. 4). A cultus of Ra as y among 
the Israelites would be astonishing ; strong evidence would 
be needed ; yn in Hebrew (need one mention ?) means ‘ evil.’ 
2. Strong evidence again must be given for explaining mp 
in Ssswyp otherwise than wp elsewhere, which is either a 
regional or an ethnic name (see on Gen. x. 6). Conse- 
quently, when we meet with such Semitic names as Puti- 
Baal, Puti-Huru, Putu-ilu* (an Assyrian royal name= 
Sx wp), we are, as it seems to me, bound to interpret Put- 
Baal (= Yerahme’el), Put-Hur (= Ashhur), Put-E] (= Yerah- 
me’el) as compounds of two place-names or ethnics. With 
what right, then, does Holzinger declare that ‘of the origin 
of the name Putiel there is no trace’? See further, on 
Gen. xxxvii. 36, etc., and cp. &. 4zd,, ‘ Putiel,’ ‘ Phinehas.” — 
On Pinehas enough has been said already (see on Saphenath- 
pa‘neah, Gen. xli. 45). One may venture to ask Prof. 
W. M. Miller and those who agree with him, why on their 
theory ‘Pinehas’ should be preferred to the good Hebrew 
term ‘ Kushi.’ 

1 Nestle, Eigennamen, pp. 109-113; Cheyne, Prophecies of Isaiah, 
. 144. 
; oe many Aramaic names into which »» and 1n enter suggest 
caution (cp. Johns, Deeds, iil. 166, 537. 

3 See E. Bib., ‘Pashhur.’ wy» (usually ‘the flea-clan’!), Ezra 


il. 3, etc., is probably almost the same name (Par-‘asshur). 
4-Johns, Deeds, iii. 166. 


THE PLAGUES AND EXODUS (EX: VIL S-xerG 
XIL. 29-40) 


A COMPOSITE narrative of the wonderful plagues and 
other occurrences, by which partly the Misrite magicians 
are proved to be inferior to Moses and Aaron,’ partly the 
king and his people are touched in their live property or in 
their own persons, till they themselves, to avoid a worse evil, 
hurry the Israelites out of the land. The text has been 
worked over by different hands, and the origin is not very 
easy to discover. Most probably, however, the original idea 
of the plagues is derived from Babylonia (KAZ, pp. 
552 f/f), where plagues are closely connected with the 
deluge. Jensen? may indeed go too far in tracing the 
direct origin of the Misrite plagues, but without this theory 
in a more modest form we can hardly account for the highly 
improbable narrative in Exodus. 

Prof. Ed. Meyer,® however, takes a different view. 
According to him, the earliest narrator confined himself to 
three plagues* (frogs, insects, and locusts), or even to a 
single plague—the locusts. He thinks that the story of 
the first Yahwist ran thus. The king is required to let 
the people go. He refuses, and the locusts are sent over 
the whole of omxn except Goshen. The king, under 
compulsion, gives way, and the land is thereupon freed 
from the locusts. The Hebrews prepare to set out, the 
women borrowing festival dresses and ornaments from their 
Misrite neighbours and housemates, on the pretence that 


1 See £. Bid., ‘Serpent,’ § 2, 3; PEFQ Statement, Jan. 1905. 
p. 34. 

2 Das Gilgamesch-Epos, pp. 137 §:; cp. Gressmann, Eschatol. pp. 
WD 3 Die Israeliten, pp. 30, 31. 

4 Cp. the ‘great plagues’ in Gen. xii. 17. 
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they will very soon return, The king, who knows better, 
pursues after them, and meets his end. From the fact 
that iv. 22 f speaks of ‘thy first-born’ (ze. the king’s), 
our critic (p. 37) infers that originally it was only this 
one child whose death was related—not by the first but 
by the second Yahwist (J”). 

I am afraid that this is not a very satisfactory hypo- 
thesis. Is it not clear that if the people of Israel is 
Yahweh's ‘first-born son, the Misrite people as a whole 
is the intended though unexpressed antithesis? The 
king’s son may, of course, represent his people. Nor can 
I think it certain either that in the original exodus- 
story nothing was said of the death of the first-born, 
or that the drowning of the Misrite king in the ‘Sea of 
Reeds’ (Meyer’s rendering of yam-suf) is a_ historical 
tradition, or that the land of o»xo from which the Hebrews 
departed was Egypt. On the second and third of these 
points I shall speak at more length later. Suffice it to 
remark here that the drowning of a king of Egypt is 
not recorded in the Egyptian monuments, and that a 
N. Arabian sojourn has already found confirmation from 
the textual criticism of Exodus. 

That there is something uniquely strange about the last 
of the plagues (according to J and E) is undeniable. It is 
difficult not to connect it with the sacrifice of firstlings to 
the goddess or god of fertility which was customary among 
the nomadic Semites (cp, 1x: xiii. 11-16, xxii. 28) 7, 
xxxiv. I9 f). We may presume that this festival was also 
kept up in Misrim,’ although the Misrites in general had 
passed out of the pastoral stage into the agricultural; and 
further, that among the firstlings sacrificed were those of 
men. It is not impossible, therefore, that the narrative in 
Ex. xii. 29-36 is based on a tradition of this fact. ‘The 
clans of Israel, it may have been said, came out from 
Misrim, from the house of the Arabians (see on xiii. 3), 
because Yahweh had told them not to go on sacrificing 
their first-born sons, but to redeem them (Ex. xiii. 11 #7). 
There was a time when the divine voice had spoken other- 


1 [ assume here, provisionally, that the N. Arabian reference of the 
original story has been sufficiently made out. 
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wise (cp. Gen. xxii. 2); but now that voice bade them leave 
their native land, like Abraham, rather than persist in an 
antiquated and undesirable religious practice. When the 
story of the peaceful exodus from Misrim (Musri) was 
transformed into the story of an exodus in trembling 
haste “from the land of Misraim (Egypt), from the house 
of servants,” it became necessary to reshape the old tradi- 
tion, so as to make the slaying of the first-born of the 
Egyptian Misrites the punishment inflicted upon the foreign 
oppressors by the offended Yahweh.’! In a word, it is not 
one of the plagues of the original scheme. 

AN. Arabian sojourn finds fresh confirmation here and 
there even in the story of the plagues. The camels, for 
instance, in ix. 3 would be unsuitable in a tale of ancient 
Egypt (see on Gen. xii. 16). Then, turning to textual 
criticism, we cannot omit the famous »Sy aNpanm (viii. 5), 
which we must not, with BDZ, paraphrase ‘assume the 
honour over me to decide, nor, with Baentsch, ‘deine 
Majestat geruhe mir zu befehlen, as if Moses had the 
tongue of an accomplished courtier.2 Evidently the text 
is corrupt, and the only correction which sound method and 
a due regard for parallels suggest is probably 5y max (cp. 
‘abrek,’ Gen. xli. 43). The initial 7 in 4axpn7 I take to 
be a dittograph ; by comes from 5y, which, like Sy, may 
represent either Sxyaw or Syorm. ‘ Ephrath-Yerahme’el ’ 
may be the name of the region in which the contemplated 
sacrifice (v. 8) was to be offered. Clearly this and similar 
geographical terms agree better with a sojourn of Israel in 
Misrim than in Misraim. It is specially remarkable that 
the gloss ‘Ephrath-Yerahme’el’ should occur in a section 
(the frogs) which may seem to most marked out as Egyptian.’ 

Nor must I pass over the difficult passage, Ex. viii. 22, 
which is really made up of two variants. In a, Moses says, 
‘Shall we sacrifice the abomination of Misrim to our God 


1 &. Bib., ‘Plagues, the Ten,’ § 5. 

2 @ could easily have given a Greek court-phrase, but simply 
renders té€au mpds HE. 

3 Cp. Ed. Meyer, p. 30, note 3. Yet if the original narrator, 
rightly or wrongly, regarded N. Arabia (or part of it) as a well-watered 
land, he could of course introduce a plague of frogs. 
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Yahweh?’ In 4, Shall we sacrifice, etc., to Yerahme’el,’ with 
a gloss, ‘Surely Ashkal (= Asshur-Yerahme’el)” Thus, for 
oimrvd read Seon, and for ‘por xdv read Spwx adm. 
The j7, which is supposed to be late Hebrew, is non-existent ; 
3 is dittographed. 

Another example of an underlying reference to Yerah- 
me’el is to be found in x. 21, where BDB renders wn won 
‘that one may feel the darkness’; indeed, @ has already 
given wWyradyntov cKotos. Surely this cannot possibly be 
right. Grammatically possible, it is nevertheless a strained 
expression such as no classical Hebrew narrator would have 
used. Read towx Sxvawm ni, a gloss on onxD PIN. 
won =/yow NIT; cp. on ton, Gen. xxxi. 29. wn, from 
praise Nete ‘that cain). Ps? Ixxvili. '51,5 ci.°2°3,; “Cvin ZIG 
Misrim’ and ‘Ham, and in Hos. ix. 3 ‘Misrim’ and 
‘ Asshur,’ are parallel. 

It has already been suggested that the exodus may 
originally have been represented as a peaceful one. This, in 
fact, seems to give the best key to the borrowing of festival 
dresses and ornaments, which is three times referred to in 
Gum present nariativer (ill. 21/5. xin 2 Ff, “xii. 5 7.))0) The 
action of the Misrite women is ascribed to a kindly feeling 
produced by Yahweh, and we may hesitate to admit that 
the forcible detention of the Israelites was historical. Surely 
‘it is as friends that the Misrite and the Israelite women part. 
They have long been neighbours or even housemates, and 
the Misrites who stay behind do not grudge their precious 
jewels to their departing friends.”’' There was no ‘spoiling’ 
of the Misrites in the original tradition, just as there was no 
drowning of ‘the Pharaoh’ in the ‘ Red Sea’ 

It is even possible that a number of Misrites (ze N. 
Arabians) accompanied the bené Israel on their journey. 
It is, I know, customary to say that the persons spoken of 
in xii. 38 were a medley of different races, including even 
Egyptians. But this is due to two false presuppositions, 
(1) that wherever at all possible the points are to be 
followed, and (2) that ay ‘ Arabia,’ does not occur in the 
older literature. 

If, however, we practise ourselves habitually in the 

L £ Bib. “Moses,’ § 1. 
35 
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correction of the MT.( points and letters), and in the 
recovery of an older underlying text, we shall at once see 
that those who ‘went up with’ the Israelites were not at all 
a mere rabble (‘viel Gesindel, Baentsch), but Arabians. 
Apart from the doubtful passage, Isa. xxi. 13, Wy, Arabia, 
may occur in MT. only in late passages, but, in the present 
backward state of textual criticism, this is far from decisive. 
Read, therefore, 1qy ; 19 in MT. is a dittograph, and compare 
Crit. Bibxon 1 Kise is, Jers xxv. 20, 37, zeker 
Neh. xiii. 3... We now understand Lev. xxiv. 10, where the 
Misrite spoken of is, of course, zotf an Egyptian. Moreover, 
we have now the key to the enigmatical word ,DDpDN, Num. 
xi. 4, which should be om ppx, ‘ Asaphites’ (cp. on ‘ Joseph,’ 
Gen. xxx. 24). That these N. Arabians were sometimes 
troublesome is not strange ; indeed, in Num. xi. 4 it is dis- 
tinctly stated. The Asaphites, we are told, longed for ‘the 
corn which we used to eat in Misrim’* (the fish and 
vegetables spoken of are imaginary *), and underneath the 
following words we find the ethnics ‘the Ashhurites, the 
Rehobothites, the Hasorites (a section of the Ashhurites ?), 
and the Ishmaelites (represented twice). Num. xvi. 2 may 
also be referred to in this connexion. For ‘men of name’ 
we should read ‘men of Ishmael,’ a gloss on ‘sons of 
Israel, which should be ‘sons of Ishmael. Also Num. 
xx. 10, where the original story may have had onon= 
oSxorm. The mutinous element in the ‘congregation’ was 
largely Yerahme’elite. Cp. £. Bzb., ‘Moses, § 15. 

We have next to study what is here (xii. 37) stated of 
the number of the Israelites who departed. This is put 
down at ‘600,000 men, foot-passengers—the men, apart from 
women and children. The same ‘colossal sum’ (Baentsch) 
is presupposed in xxxviii. 26, “Num. i946, i632) oc 


1 I recognise no distinction between the passages in which MT. 
gives 7y and those with 2y. Notice that 2 Chr. ix. 14 has my, though 
in the parallel (1 K. x. 15) we have a3y. In Neh, xiii. 3 Ed. Meyer 
himself does not hesitate to read ay (Entstehung des Judenthums, 
p. 130). 

2 For wa read 12v, and for 727 read jn. 

3 All the supposed names of vegetables except sn are dz. Aey., and 
sn itself nowhere else means ‘leeks.’ Here, indeed, it means neither 
‘leeks’ nor grass, and really comes from Wsn = nws. 
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xxvi. 51. But experience has so often proved adverse to the 
traditional numerals in such passages that we may here too 
suspect the numerals to be erroneous. m)nq, in fact, has 
sometimes almost certainly come from ‘yon, Ze. Sone = 
Sxvow, and ww from anwx. I take it, then, that mxo ww 
most probably represents Sxynw x; the prefixed 9 has 
the effect of converting 7wx into mx ;* ‘ Ashhur-Ishmael ’ 
is probably a geographical gloss on ‘ Raamses’ and ‘ Sukkoth,’ 
both which places, according to the scribe, were in the 
Ashhurite region. For the rest of the statement P presum- 
ably is responsible. ‘About 600’ was clearly not enough ; 
so he added something, but that something was, to our 
thinking, far too much. 

On the duration of the sojourn an equally strange state- 
ment is given (v. 40). @ and Sam. seek to mitigate its 
difficulty by inserting ‘and in the land of Canaan,’ which is 
plainly wrong; the former also gives 435 years for 430. 
These numbers evidently take the place of the 400 years in 
Gen. xv. 13 4. Of course, all the numbers are equally in- 
consistent with the genealogical representation in Ex. vi. 167 
How, we naturally ask, did they arise? Well, we have 
seen already (on Gen. 4c.) how 400 arose. As to the 430, 
it appears that the text of the passage which now stands as 
Gen. xv. 13 must, in the copy used by P, have contained 
the words ) m2» oowbw prefixed to Tay MRD YN. Also, 
that both these words and those which follow must have a 
similar origin, ze. that they are corrupt, and come from 
ethnics, or rather, in the case of ‘430, an ethnic, viz. 
oSxvow (dittographed). P, however, as I have already 
hinted, had the text of Gen. Zc. in a corrupt form, and 
inferred from it that the sojourning of the Israelites in 
Misrim (Musri) was 430 years. With his usual precision, 
he makes the Exodus take place the very day on which the 
430 years came to an end (v. 41). 


1 Cp. vox and pew, both = mney, 
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BuT we have not yet done with this energetic writer. He, 
or rather some writer of his school, not only provided riddles 
as to the number of the Israelites and the duration of their 
sojourn which must soon have occupied the minds of Jewish 
students, and which still exercise the acumen of Christian 
critics; he has also extracted an edifying exhortation from 
two corrupt glosses, which he has very honestly prefixed to 
his own little homily. The glosses, as they now stand, are 
onow 5% and mim xm, but originally they were 5p 
pnw! and Sxony sn. ‘ Yeril Shakram’ is most probably 
an additional gloss on WMD DDN (v. 37). 5%, 55>, S+dx, 
and 5Syy7 (whence 5?) are all current corruptions of 
Sxormn ; I lay no stress, however, on S»—those who like 
may keep 55. onnw is obviously wrong; it occurs no- 
where else, and the critics have trouble to find a meaning. 
Let us trace its probable history. First, an early scribe, for 
clearness’ sake, appended the gloss ‘that is, Yerahme’el.’ 
‘orm, it should be noticed, underlies the existing my. 
This came down to the later P in a corrupt form, who there- 
upon not only gave it its present unsuitable place, but 
inserted in v. 42a ‘2D PIND ‘wits, and then added, in 4, a 
fresh gloss, a SST nn, partly made up of some of the 
words by this time existent in a. This involved the creation 
of the new and difficult word onm® (out of ow). We 
thus obtain, first a new textual confirmation of the N. 
Arabian theory, and next a clearer view of P’s little homily, 
‘This night is for [=in honour of] Yahweh, an _ observ- 
ance (?) for all Israelites in successive generations.’ 


| The possibility of the confusion of > and 3 needs no elaborate 
proof. 
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In chap. xiii. 3-10 we have a second ordinance respect- 
ing the feast of Massdth (cp. xii. 14-20). It begins with a 
command to remember the day of the exodus, because of 
the proof which God then gave of His might and of His 
protective care of His people. A reason why no leavened 
bread should be eaten is not propounded; we are left to 
imagine one for ourselves (see xii. 34, 39). One phrase, 
however, in v. 3 deserves attention; it is this—‘ye came 
out from Misrim, from the house of slaves (ay71y).’ Who 
were the ‘slaves’? Parallelism requires us to answer, the 
Misrites. This, however, gives a wrong sense. The phrase 
occurs again inv. 14, xx. 2, Dt: v; 6, vi. 12,-vi1. 8, ‘vill. 14, 
xiii. 5, 10, Josh. xxiv. 17, Judg. vi. 8, and is plainly in- 
accurate. The right reading is ony m1», ‘from the house 
(or, territory) of the Arabians.’ That one of the synonyms 
for ‘Misrim’ was ‘ Arab-Yerahme’el’ we have found already. 
Another (see below) was ‘ Ashhur-Arab.’ 

The connexion, however, between v. 3 and v. 4 is not 
obvious ; @§ vainly tries to make one. But there is only 
one way to remove the difficulty—that which is suggested 
by experience of recurrent types of corruption. There 
are passages in which wim and Dw are corruptions of 
amr and yy respectively.” Let us assume, reasonably 
enough, that this is the case here, and read, ‘To-day ye 
come forth (not, in the month Abib, but) from Ashhur-Arab 
(Any mw). The meaning of v. 4 now becomes clear ; it 
is an explanatory gloss on v. 3a. ‘Remember this day on 
which ye have come out ... from the house of the 
Arabians,’ and ‘ To-day ye come forth from Arabian Ashhur, 
are equivalent. V7. 5 attaches itself equally well to either 
statement, ‘When your longings are fulfilled, and ye enter 
the land of the Canaanites, etc., be sure that ye eat massoth.’ 
The probability is that the Deuteronomistic redactor, whose 
hand is very visible in v. 5, already read corruptly D1’x wtna, 
and with reference to this wrote the words (v. 5, end) 
MT WATT. 


1 See Z. Bib., col. 3212. 
2 The phrase occurs again in a gloss (xvi- 3). 


THE FIRSTLINGS (ExX2xI1, 14-16) 


YAHWEH’S requirement of the firstlings (cp. vv. 1 f, P). 
One point has been rather too carelessly treated. Inv. 12 
72 IMA (separated by Pasek) is plainly not right. A late 
word 72 may no doubt exist (Ecclus. xl. 19), meaning, 
perhaps, ‘ young of beasts,’ but in Dt. vii. 13, xxviii. 4, etc., 
abdx tw is parallel to Jax’ myanwy, an impossible phrase, 
which should certainly be py ‘wy, a regional name. 
Beyond doubt 72w in all these passages comes from wa, ze. 
qx, a gloss on WoOTNT or JNoTN, and ~pabx from Sxa[n}y 
=5xor. In our passage (xiii. 12) the superfluous 72 or 
sme is most probably a gloss on xyI7 PIN (v. 11), 
suggesting that the original Canaan was in the far south of 
Palestine. 


DIFFICULT PROBLEMS (Ex. xi. 17-19) 


oon may, here at any rate, be correct, although an 
anachronism (cp. on Gen. xx.). But what of the mio ov? 
The difficulty of this phrase is so great that it is not strange 
that the correctness of the reading has been doubted. No 
solution of the problem seems to me so satisfactory as this 
—that vv. 17-19 have been recast, and that the original 
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narrative simply said that when Pir’u (not Pharaoh) had let 
the people go, Elohim caused them to turn on the way to 
the wilderness, towards Yaman-Sarephath. It will hardly 
be denied that the excuse offered in v. 17 is in the manner 
of later students of Scripture. My proposal to substitute 
Yaman-Sarephath for the doubtful Yam-Suph is based 
chiefly on these two grounds, (1) that it has been shown to 
be probable that the place of sojourn of the primitive 
Israelites (or of a large part of them) was in the land of 
Misrim, adjoining the land of Yerahme’el (in its narrower 
sense), and (2) that Yam-Suph cannot be satisfactorily ex- 
plained from a conservative textual point of view. Our new 
Hebrew Lexicon (BDB, s.v. 31D) does indeed incline to 
render 4}D o> ‘sea of rushes, or reeds, and W. M. Miiller 
remarks that ‘the fresh-water Timsah-lake with its large 
marshes full of reeds, exactly at the entrance of Goshen, 
would fulfil all conditions for the exodus and for the 
Hebrew name. But our valued Egyptologist adds, that 
‘still it would be very strange if the Crocodile Lake, or other 
swamps on the frontier of N.E. Egypt, should have furnished 
a name to the whole Red Sea, including the Elanitic Gulf, 
which was nearer to most Palestinians than the Egyptian 
lakes, and that in his opinion ‘this theory must be rejected,’ 
so that ‘the Hebrew name remains obscure.’ ! 

Asa ‘less probable’ alternative to ‘sea of rushes’ our new 
lexicon gives ‘sea of (the city of) Suph’” In fact,in Dt. i. 1 
(according to MT.) Suph, and in Num. xxi. 14 Suphah, 
occur as place-names. Both passages, however, are cor- 
rupt, 77D having probably come from 4 1D, and 7D ID from 
np 1p ; the ultimate, correct form appears to be many.” It 
may also be repeated here that 5° is often an abbreviation of 
}> (= 5xor), see eg. Job iii. 6, 8, where oy MD) and 
Dy “1 respectively come from jm “2 and yo. WN (OY = 
pn»). It is quite possible, therefore, that the primitive tradi- 
tion spoke of some great event affecting the bené Israel in 


ti. Bil.,* Red Sea/-§ 2. 

2 In Dt. Zc. two readings exist side by side, only there has been a 
slight transposition; these are naw 72992 and >xyow 33 (»=either 
bxyow’ or bxony), For 90 = npw cp. mo, Neh. vii. 57, and 75o"np, where 
spd = [n]prs. 
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Yaman-Sarephath. None of the older writers known to us, 
except J and E, refer to the passage of the Yam-Suph, 
though right method will not allow us to lay too much stress 
on such an argument.! 

But before passing on, I must at least mention, without 
giving it my adhesion, the plausible theory of Winckler,” 
that the Yam-Suph, like the ‘ark of bulrushes’ and the 
waters of Marah, originally had no existence outside the 
mythic wonder-land to which we are introduced in Gen. ii. 
Even if we reject this theory (presupposing as it does the 
correctness of oO, ‘sea’) we need not deny that the legend of 
the passage of the Yam-Suph is influenced by the myth of 
the cleaving of the dragon Tiamat. The identification 
of the king of Misrim with the dragon is, in fact, most 
probably much older than Ezekiel, the first author known 
to us who expressly refers to it® (Ezek. xxix. 3-6, xxxii. 
2-8), though later, of course, than the original story under- 
lying our J and E. 

Note also an apparent inconsistency. The people are in 
danger of being terrified at the warlike Philistines. Yet 
they go up ‘in battle array’ (BDS). But how, we must 
ask, does this meaning come out for pwam? G, here at 
any rate, renders réumrn yevea. This may suggest to us to 
group xiii. 18, Josh. i. 14, iv. 12, Judg. vii. 11, and, as most 
will add, Num. xxxii. 17, with certain other passages in 
which MT. reads own, ‘fifty. In both sets of passages 
the points are wrong, and have to be similarly corrected (see 
on Gen. xlvii. 13-26). Evidently a letter has dropped out 
—a matter of frequent occurrence both in personal and in 
place-names of composite origin. In some of the passages 
either owmo or OWN (Ps. Ixviii. 32) will do perfectly well. 
In 1 K. xviii. 13, for instance, the prophets concealed by 
Obadiah would naturally be men of Ashhur-Yerahme’el, and 
in 2 K. i. 9, Isa. iii. 3, the Hashmannim, like the Kerethim, 
would be a standing force of N. Arabians. In others, we 
may, it appears, suppose that the short form ownn had 


1 See Baentsch, £%.-Lev. p. 117. 

2 See Gesch. Isr. ii. 923 cp. Ey Bib, ‘Moses, § 10; “Red Sea? 
§ 2, end. 

3 Isa. li. 10 (see Duhm) is an interpolation, and of later date. 
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become a synonym for owdn or ova (see Num. xxxii. 17, 
Josh. i. 14, iv. 12 7). That, indeed, is most probably the 
case here (Ex. xiii. 18). The attempt of Winckler’ to 
explain ownon as ‘troops, appealing to the Saban, is 
much less satisfactory, nor can Ed. Meyer be said to have 
strengthened the case.” See further, on Gen. xlvii. 13-26. 


PAESPURKSUIT OF “LT HEVISRAELITES 
(EX. XIII. 20, XIV. 2) 


Now as to the geography of the exodus. The first station 
of the emigrants is mop, ‘Succoth’ (xii. 37); the second, 
pnx, ‘Etham, at the ‘end’ (xp) of the wilderness (xiii. 20 ; 
so Num. xxxiii. 6). From an Egyptological point of view, 
and not forgetting to criticise the texts, W. Max Miller 
inclines to identify Etham with Pithom.*? But then, it is 
difficult, he feels, not to identify Succoth with the Egyptian 
Tuku, and Ptolemaic inscriptions appear to identify Tuku 
and P-atum altogether. Is it not possible, he asks, that the 
original source or sources gave Succoth and Pithom-Etham 
as names of the same place? I doubt if any of the con- 
flicting views about these stations will hold, but am aware 
that no other geographical theory can be offered. What I 
can offer is a tenable explanation of the names. 

As we have already seen, an early scribe took great 
trouble to show where the scene of the exodus lay—it was 
in ‘ Ashhur-Ishmael,’ or ‘ Yerahme’el-Shakram’ (see above). 


1 Gesch. Isr. ii. 162, note 1; cp. BDB, s.v. won, 

2 Die Israeliten, p. 501. Meyer sees both in the Hebrew and in 
the Sabzean (and Arabic) terms a reference to the division of troops into 
fifties, deriving owpn from the plural ownn. 

3 E. Bib., ‘Etham’; ‘Exodus,’ § 1o. 
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A place called Succoth, or Sakkath, appears from other 
passages to have been in a southern region, and the true 
form of the name, both in Gen. xxxiii. 17 and here, is 
Salekath, which (see on Gen. /.c.) indicates that the place 
was an Ishmaelite or N. Arabian settlement. on[]x, 
‘Etham,’ comes from Abi-témdl = Arab-Ishmael. Then, in 
xiv. 2 (cp. Num. xxxiii. 7) we come to myn , which 
Flinders Petrie’ identifies with Pakaheret. Such an un- 
methodical course, however, is inadmissible. Experience 
requires us to group the name with Pi-kol (see on i. 11), 
Hiir, and MHirah, and consequently to explain it as 
namesx aw (Arabia of Ashhoreth). 

We next come to ‘Migdol’ and ‘the sea.” 5 29 occurs 
also in Jer. xliv. 1, where it is placed in ‘the land of 
ovo, and grouped with Tahpanhes and Noph and the 
land of Pathros;” also in Jer. xlvi. 14, where it is again a 
Misrite city, and grouped with Noph and Tahpanhes. 
pmipnn is, in fact, most probably miswritten for pmnD3 
(from Naphtah-has; see on ‘Saphenath-Pa‘neah, Gen. 
xli. 45); 42 in both passages should be omitted as a 
superfluous fragment of pmnep2.® In Ezek. xxix. Io we 
also meet with Stn in connexion with mp, which, as 
pointed out on Gen. xli. 45 (Asenath), has the same origin 
as PD and 7p in xvi. 1, viz. jao=Ssxvow. ov (which, as 
the narrative now stands, means ‘the sea’) comes most 
probably from yo or orm. On yx 5y2 much has been 
written,* but jpy, as has been shown, is a form of pyray (Gen. 
XXXVI. 2, 20, 24). The geography of the exodus has, in 
fact, been based largely on misunderstandings. The subject 


1 Researches in Sinat, 1906, p. 204. See, however, W. M. Miiller, 
£, Bib., ‘Exodus,’ § 15 (no such city as Naville’s Pe-kerhet). 

2 In Jer. Zc. there are two clauses, a long and a short, both introduced 
by navn; presumably the latter is a later insertion. It is, however, 
none the less useful as a list of places in ox». 

8 @, in fact, omits ‘Noph’ in the former and ‘Tahpanhes’ in the 
latter passage. Cornill’s commentary throws no light on the mystery. 

4 See £. Bib., ‘Baal-zephon’; KAT®, pp. 357, 479; von Gall, 
Altisraelitische Kultstatten, p. 22; also E. Bzb., ‘Zaphon,’ ‘Zephon.’ 
The conjecture of Ebers (Durch Gosen, p. 570) that Phcenician sailors 
here propitiated the god of the north wind, when starting southwards, is 
too fanciful. Von Gall, too, thinks that Séphon means the north wind, 
But see KAT; p. 479. 
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has been treated from different points of view in the Euc. 
Biblica, art. ‘Exodus’ (cp. ‘Red Sea’). It may be added 
that Dr. C. T. Beke long ago maintained that Yam-Suph 
always meant the Gulf of Akabah, and that Mount Sinai lay 
to the N.E. of the head of that gulf. 


PASSAGECOR THE YAM-SUPH (Ex. xiv. §-31) 


WHAT, we may ask, was the earliest form of this tradition ? 
An answer is very difficult. Our extant authorities, at 
any rate, give different accounts. According to J, an east 
(north-east ?) wind drove back the waters of the sea, so that 
Israel could continue its journey on dry ground. The 
Misrites pursue them, but are unable to attack them because 
of the pillar of cloud. On a sudden Yahweh looks out of 
the pillar, and the Misrite host turns to flee. Meantime the 
water returns and swallows up the Misrite host. E and P, 
however, represent the water as dividing at the sign given 
by Moses; the Israelites go through the passage, while 
Mal’ak Elohim performs a miracle on the chariot-wheels 
(v. 25), producing a panic among the Misrites, and on a 
sign given by Moses the waters return, and carry away the 
Misrites. It is certainly plausible to suppose that current 
mythic phrases contributed to the formation of this tale of 
wonders (see p. 552). 

Let us now examine xiv. 5-9. V.5 consists of doublets; 
a says that it was told the Misrite king that the people 
fled (P), and 6 that the king and his courtiers repented of 
their consent to let the people go (JE). The text at any 
rate is plain. Vv. 8, 9 (P) are also clear, excepting a 
redactional insertion about horses and chariots. The rest 
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seems incoherent. First, in v. 6, we hear of the king’s 
chariot (sing.); then, in v. 7, of 600 choice (?) chariots, and 
of all the chariots of Misrim, on every one of which were 
shalishim (?). Is it enough to assign the different state- 
ments to different sources? Let us first examine the text. 
Prof. Paul Haupt would excise yS>-5y nwo (@ «al 
tTpiotatas éml mdvTwv) as a later addition suggested by 
xv. 46, and just before this to read ' 279 Oo. To me 
this seems not effectual enough, and I differ from the critical 
presuppositions. Remembering how often the scribes insert 
glosses to illustrate and explain general terms like my, and 
noticing in v. 7 several words which elsewhere are found to 
be corruptions of ethnics, the right course can hardly be 
doubtful. The real trouble lies in v. 7, where, first, as in 
xii. 37, MNO ww has come from Syvynw, so that ‘and his 
people he took with him’ (v. 6 4) is glossed by ‘and he took 
Asshur-Ishmael” Next, 1172 155 (Baentsch, ‘ Elitewagen ’) 
has come from rm 1295, which is a gloss on ‘his chariot’ 
(v. 6); a ‘Rehob chariot’ is a first-class chariot fit for the 
king, and in Gen. xli. 43 is called an ‘Ishmael-chariot, 
Then comes another gloss on ‘his chariot. That there 
should be only one chariot seemed improper to a later 
scribe, who therefore inserted ‘in fact (9), all the chariots of 
Misrim. Lastly, 59-5y owbm. Nowhere else is the plural 
of ud written owbw, a group of letters which elsewhere is 
pointed piidy or (1 S. ix. 22) odes. Nor can scholars 
agree as to the meaning of w5w.!_ Probably /w is a popular 
corruption of Sxynw (see on 1 S. x. 11, xviii. 6, 2 S. xxiii. 
8); %5>-Sy seems to be a redactional transformation of a 
corruptly written Syanv = Sxnrm (a variant), which will be 
a gloss either on M7 or on OnKD. I need hardly remark 
again that numerals are very often corruptions of ethnics 
(cp. on ow)N, xiii, 18). 


1 Cp. P. Haupt, Beitr. zur Ass. iv. 583 77 


DIVINE FIERY PILLAR (Ex. xIVv. 19) 


HERE, at any rate, two sources are clear, a coming from E, 
and 6 from J. Mal’ak Ha-elohim comes, as we have seen 
(on Gen. xvi. 7, xxi. 17), from Yerahme’el-Yahweh. The 
pillar of fire and cloud is therefore a theophany (v. 24; cp. 
xile21 7, Num. x. 34 7). The god of the primitive: N. 
Arabians, and therefore of the Israelites, is specially a fire- 
god (see p. 33). The fiery appearance startles the Misrite 
host, and works its ruin. 


SONG OF MOSES AND MIRIAM (Ex. xv. 1-20) 


IT is certainly possible that v. I (cp. v. 21) is the earliest 
part of the Song. The date of the poem as a whole need 
not here be considered. The original writer was, at any 
rate, well aware that the scene of the legends of Genesis 
and Exodus was in N. Arabia. Take C2 lee DD 
2D, what does this mean—‘the horse and his rider’ 
(as most), or ‘and his charioteer’ (as Haupt)? Did 
the warriors referred to really ride on horseback? @ 


1 Cp. my Origin of the Psalter, p. 31 (cp. 177), and especially 
Bender, ZATW, 1903, pp. 46 7; P. Haupt, 4/SZ, xx. 153 f (1904). 
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neglects the suffix 4; hence Haupt reads l29n, ‘and 
chariot(s)” Most probably, however, 12317 comes from 
San, ze. Senor (cp. on 92, Gen. x. 15, and on 2d», 
Gen. xxxvi. 38), and pio from Sxyow (cp. on poppy, Gen. 
xlvii. 11).—In vv. 26 and 3 there are several errors which 
can at length be corrected. The first is simple ; 9by = 5p 
=bxorp. More difficult are aN 5x and mondo wr. 
Why should Amram’s God be referred to? And is not 
‘a5 wr elsewhere applied to men only (see Josh. xvii. 1, 
2 S. xviis-8)? | Isa. xlii. 13 is, of course, not parallel As 
to ‘1x 5x, to avoid repetition I may refer to the treatment 
of phtases in iii. 6, Gen. xxviii. 13, ¥xxil. 10. We have 
found that JN tbs and un» ’5x have come from yy "ox. 
It is natural to assume that the case is the same here. 
Tomsa wn is of course = Sxont x (many parallels exist). 
Next, we have Wax) and y72007N}. =O IN, as we have seen 
(p. 55), is one of the corrupt forms of Syn; 128) may 
also, perhaps, have come either from ‘om or from ‘pw (3, as 
so often,=5). 7 (twice) represents x17, ‘that is’ Next, 
Tomdn wr, which represents ‘om? qx, ‘ Asshur-Yerahme’el,’ 
and lastly, yow = Sxvnw (as Isa. lvii. 15, | Ty=Ny). Thus 
v. 26 and v. 3 are both made up of glosses on ‘ Yahweh’ 
and on ‘Sus we-rakbal’ in v. I, viz. ‘this is Ya’el; that is, 
Yerahme’el. The God of Arabia; that is, Yerahme’el. 
Yahweh, Asshur-Yerahme’el ; Yahweh-Ishmael. The com- 
pound names of the God of Israel have been considered on 
Gen. i. 26. 

Miriam, the prophetess, the sister of Aaron (v. 20), 
answers Moses and the other men who had sung the song (see 
above). What does her name suggest? Can the moderns 
be correct in explaining ‘Miriam’ either as ‘rebellious’ 
(0) or as ‘fat’ (~np)?? Surely the name marks her 
out as a Yerahme’elite. The same name is borne by 
a.son (probably) of Yether (= Ashtar)\ 1 (Chr iv, 7 
Like Deborah she was a prophetess (cp. Num. xii. 2). 
Her grave was at Kadesh (Num. xx. 1). See #. B26,, 
‘Miriam’ (S. A. Cook); Ed. Meyer, Dze [sraeliten, p. 92. 


1 Haupt, A/SZ xx. 152 (1904). 


WILDERNESS OF SHUR, ETC. (Ex. xv--22-27) 


CRITICAL analysis here is difficult.’ We will not enter 
into it now; but the composite origin of the section must 
be borne in mind. The three days’ march in the wilderness 
of Shur remind us of the three days’ journey in iii. 18, v. 3, 
and all the more as soon as we have penetrated the mystery 
of the name ‘Shur. That this has anything to do with 
‘wall, as if it meant ‘the frontier-wall of Egypt, is no 
doubt still asserted, eg. by Ed. Meyer, but incorrectly. 
Undoubtedly it is a shortened form of Asshur (see on Gen. 
xvi. 7, xxv. 18), just as ’ahar in iii. 1 is of Ashhur. Horeb 
or Sinai, the most sacred mountain of the Hebrews, where 
the festival spoken of by Moses was perhaps to be held, was 
in the wilderness of Ashhur. It is therefore quite possible 
that ow, ‘there, in v. 25 (dzs) refers, first, to the legislation 
of the sacred mountain, and then (note ‘he proved them’) 
to the story of Massah. According to Ex. xvii. 7 (if we 
can trust the statement) Massah and Meribah were the same 
place, and according to v. 6 the rock of Massah or Meribah 
was on, or by, Horeb.’ 

Whether the stories of Marah and Elim originally had 
their present setting, is very doubtful. Plainly Num. 
xxxiii. 8, 9, corresponds to vv. 11-14 in the same chapter 
(the itinerary), while the bitter waters of Marah are essenti- 
ally as mythical as the land which flows with milk and 
honey. Winckler® has illustrated both by the mythic 


1 See Ed. Meyer, De [sraeliten, pp. 61-64, 101-103. 

2 Bacon (Zxodus, p. 92, foot) remarks that ‘this Meribah would 
seem to have been at the foot of Horeb (v. 6; cp. Dt. ix. 21) 
Baentsch, it is true, regards 2971 in v. 6 as a mistaken gloss. 

3 G/ii. 93, note 3; cp. Micke, Vom Euphrat zum Tiber, pp. 90, 94 ; 
Budge, Ast, of Alexander, pp. 96 f. 
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lake (pseudo-Callisthenes, ii. 42) with waters as sweet as 
honey, beside which Alexander encamped, and parallel to 
which is the river with waters too bitter to drink (2d. iii. 17). 
The name 79, however, is not mythical. Like Mo it is 
really connected with oo[x], ze the S. Aram; while od>-~ 
comes from nds»=aby> (Gen. xxxvi. 5). To regard Elim 
as the plural of 5x, ‘God,’! is hardly permissible. 


QUAILS AND MANNA (Ex, xvi.) 


I MAY be allowed to refer first of all to &. Bzd., ‘Manna,’ 
‘Quails” The scene of the events, according to P, is 
the wilderness of Sin,? between Elim and Sinai (v. 1). 
Both ‘Sin’ and ‘Sinai’ refer us, as we have seen (on iii. 
I, 2), to Ishmaelite territory. In v. 4, ‘when we sat by 
the flesh-pots’ looks like a later insertion; the account of 
the quails is worked into the story of the manna. The 
phrase quoted reminds us, however, of Num. xi. 5, and may 
possibly be corrupt. Note P’s strict conception of the 
Sabbath (see on Gen. ii. 2, 3). 


GIET OF WATER (EXoxvinete7) 


AGAIN the names cause difficulty. Rephidim, Massah, 
Meribah *—are these places rightly brought together? And 


1 Meyer’s view, p. IOT. 

2 A wilderness of the moon-god is specially improbable. 

3 On the critical questions connected with Massah and Meribah, 
see S. A. Cook’s art. in Z. Bid.; cp. also ‘Kadesh.’? Also Cook, 
‘Meribath-Kadesh,’ Jewish Quart. Review, July 1906. 
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what do the names mean? To the first question the 
answer is that there is no reason why the same story should 
not have been connected with different places. Plainly the 
story in Num. xx. is identical with that in Ex. xvii. It is, 
however, also, from our point of view, plain that the place- 
names really mean practically the same thing, so that they 
might conceivably have attached themselves to the same 
place. In on 55, oT if correct should represent Dox, or if 
it should rather be om it should stand for ow. By prob- 
ably comes either (like tay) from ayy or from ne (cp. on 
Vili. ga). ‘Rephidim’ is therefore a comparatively late 
form, implying that the true meaning had been forgotten. 
The original meaning was probably either Arab-Edom or 
Arab-Aram. 79,’ like nwo (see on Gen. x. 30), comes 
from Sxynw, and mI through Syan from Syn. The 
name ‘ Kadesh, with which, in Num. xxvii. 14 (here, however, 
‘Meribah in Kadesh’), Dt. xxxii. 51 [xxxiii. 2], Ezek. xlviii. 
28 [xlvii. 19], ‘Meribath’ is combined, is more difficult to 
explain. The sense ‘holy’ is indeed obvious and familiar, 
but there is good reason (see on Gen. xiv. 6) to suspect 
that the original form was Hashram ( = Ashhur-Aram), which 
became first Kashdam and then Kadesh. Note that in Num. 
xx. 16 Kadesh is said to be a frontier city of the king of 
Edom, or rather of Aram; cp. v. 17, where qbor ds 
probably =5xormn /t (cp. 2 S. xiv. 26, Jer. xxxvi. 26). It 
is possible enough that Kadesh (= Hashram) was sometimes 
used as a district-name; hence the phrase (see above) 
‘Meribah in Kadesh. But, of course, Kadesh could be used 
as a place-name. As S. A. Cook remarks, Kadesh seems 
once to have been regarded as the permanent centre of the 


people (/QR, 1906, p. 750). 


1 Cp. nbao for nbaw, Judg. xii. 6; and jo from jnw”, xvi. 1. 


BATTLE WITH AMALEK (Ex. xvii. 8-16) 


THAT Amalekites, ze. the hostile and less cultivated 
section of the Yerahme’elites, should be not far off is 
natural, for ‘Rephidim’ (see above) contains, in a corrupt 
form, the name Aram (ze. Yerahme’el). It has been over- 
looked by commentators that the troublesome 7m» (v. g) is 
an incompletely written arm, which is a gloss on pony 
(itself an early corruption of Sxor).—In v. 9 the sudden 
mention of Joshua is strange. He was the hero of Timnath- 
serah, ze. Ethman(Ishmael)-Ashhur? in Ephraim (Josh. 
xix. 50, xxiv. 30). His name yw, ze. originally wan, 
also marks him out as a Yerahme’elite, just as Har (also 
xxiv. 14) is not less plainly=Ashhur2 Cp. »war= 
yaw-rny (Sheba = Ishmael).—lIn v. 11 it is the hand which 
holds the magic staff (cp. x. 21). 

And now as to ‘Yahweh-nissi’ (v. 15), where most 
critics neglect the warning Pasek, though Winckler 
(Krit. Schr. ii. 63) changes »D) to nip, and Ed. Meyer 
(p. 63) sees a reference to Massah. From our point of 
view the meaning is clear. Following the parallel of mm 
pidw (Judg. vi. 24; see Crt. Bzb.), read yom mim, ze. 
Yahweh-Ishmael, equivalent to Yahweh-Yerahme’el, an early 
name of the God of Israel (see on Ex. xx.). The meaning 
is that the God whose name is Yahweh-Ishmael has here 
shown his power over the enemies of his people.? Moses, 
however, remembering how Amalek has broken the covenant 


1 No trace of sun-worship therefore. 
2 A study of the other occurrences of the name Hir is instructive, 
and makes a connexion with Horus quite unacceptable. 
8° The first attempt to go to the root of the matter is in 4. Bzd. 
col. 2354 [1901]. 
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of kinsmen, declares that war with Amalek shall never 
cease—)2) %S qamdy >>. ~The words unaccounted for—t-9 
im” p>-5y— probably represent mbo3 Sxormy, which appear 
to be two glosses on Ishmael. For the second (mSp3) see 
on ‘Kasluhim, Gen. x. 14. Nielsen’s explanation of the 
text-reading is surely too far-fetched.’ 


THE SMOKING MOUNTAIN (Ex. xx.) 


THE phenomena of the burning Sinai suggest a volcano. 
See on iii. 2, with the references to Beke and his successors, 
among whom it is specially pleasing to notice Prof. Ed. 
Meyer, because of the frequency with which elsewhere 
the present writer has had to differ from him. That the 
burning mountain had been already seen by Moses has, 
however, been overlooked by this sharp-sighted critic. 


THE TEN WORDS (Ex. xx.) 


WITH regard to the decalogue, several fresh points seem to 
deserve attention. 1. ta5x mm here, as in some other 
passages (especially Gen. xxvii. 20, Dt. xxviii. 58, 1 K. 
xvii. 12, xviii. 10), has been substituted for bxarmm >. This 
is particularly suggested by v. 7, taken in connexion with 
Dt. xxviii. 58. The name which was not to be misused, 
the ‘glorious and fearful name’ which the Israelites were to 
fear, was not Yahweh-Elohéka, but, in its full form, Yahweh- 


1 Die altarab. Mondreligion, p. 154. 
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Yerahme’el (the name of the divine duad). 2. ‘Other gods 
beside me’ (so render with @, against Tg.) alludes especially 
to Baal (ze. Yerahme’el regarded as a distinct deity) and 
Ashtart. Jastrow (RBA, p. 149) also finds an implied 
reference to a divine triad, but thinks of the Babylonian. 
3. ody and oyvan (v. 54) are suspicious. The former 
only occurs in the same or similar contexts, where the 
levelling hand of the redactor may be presumed, and also 
in Gen. 1. 23; oyn is quite unique. That owe has 
often come from oSxynm we have seen already (eg. on 
xill. 40, Jude. x=44-1 5; x 11). Itis also clear thatiyaasia 
Num. xxxi. 8 has come from ny. And it should further be 
noted that in Dt. vii.9 f (a parallel passage) nothing is said 
of the terribly wide range of the divine vengeance. Most 
probably, therefore, we should read ony 51 odxvowrdy, 
and relegate it to the margin. It tells us that the haters 
of Yahweh referred to are those hostile Yerahme’elites of 
whom xvii. 6 declares that Yahweh will war against them 
from age to age. 4. ‘The house of slaves’ should of course 
be ‘the house (territory) of Arabia’; see on xiii. 3 (p. 549). 


ABIBSPSRETHING, KIDS (Ex xxteis io) 


As Baentsch remarks, from tx) to onxD is redactional, 
and to be compared with xiii. 4, where MT. has ‘in the 
month Abib, but the original reading probably was ‘ from 
Ashhur-Arab.” In xxiii. 15, however, it is plain that we 
must read either Pant win (as MT.) or my won. The 
latter was probably the original name of one of the months 
(see on Ezek. iii. 15, ‘ Tel-abib,’ and cp. ‘19 =cny in proper 
names). Other recorded names of months are Ziw (1 K. 
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vi. 1), 2. perhaps pyay (="nw), and Ethanim = Ethmannim 
(1 K. viii. 2; also Phoen.), and Bil = Yerahme’el (1 K. vi. 38; 
also Phcen.), Fuller light on these may be hoped for. 

Let me now venture to repeat a question already asked 
elsewhere.’ It relates to the command ‘Thou shalt not 
seethe a kid in its mother’s milk’ (xxiii. 19, xxxiv. 26, 
Dt. xiv. 21), which reads so strangely in the context. 
Can our critics still bring themselves to think that some 
magical broth is intended, the object of which was to 
fertilise the fields? Or do they feel quite satisfied with 
Robertson Smith’s idea” that the passage refers to a heathen 
form of sacrifice in which milk took the place of blood? 
Holzinger confesses with regret that ‘nothing can be made 
plain. Why is this? Surely because most of us refuse to 
supplement old methods by new. Let us look underneath 
the text reading, and we shall find this—taa wadn xd 
mSxorn, ‘Thou shalt not clothe thyself with the garment 
of a Yerahme’elite woman.’ 

If the meaning of this be obscure, let critical students 
refer to Lev. xviii. 3 (point omg) and Mic. vi. 16,° and 
feeomtum to: Lev. xix. ro, Dtixxil:9-11ne “The: former 
passages are called forth by the constant danger to Israel 
from Yerahme’elite heathenism; the latter are textually 
more difficult, and, as they stand, perfectly unintelligible. 

There is, I admit, a perfect forest of attempted explana- 
tions, but how imperfect they all are! One of the best is 
that of Steuernagel. This critic supposes that the forbidden 
practices stand in some relation to the cults of the powers 
of nature, and may soon have symbolised the fusion of two 
deities.* He quite sees that there must be something very 
definite in the passage, but he cannot find it out. And to 
all our critics ta»yw (‘perhaps of Egyptian origin’ °® BDB) 
still remains an unsolved enigma. 

The solution, reached by a keener textual criticism, is 

1 Amer. Journ. of Theol., April 1905, pp. 330 f. 

2 Religion of the Semites, p, 221, note. 

3 Read, for oy, Sxonv, and for axnx, >ysnwx, ‘For the statutes of 
Yerahme’el are kept, and all the practices of the house of Ashhur-Arab,’ 

4 Stade too (Bzb/. Theol. i. 146) divines a background of cultus. 


5 So Dillmann, ‘stammt wohl wie wy aus Aegypten.’ But vv too 
is misunderstood (see on Gen. xli, 42). 
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in harmony with that of xxiii. 19, offered above. The 
Hebrew legislators were profoundly impressed with the 
religious significance of marriage and of dress. A marriage 
between the worshippers of different deities would inevitably 
lead to a fusion of religious practices, and if the wife were 
a Yerahme’elitess the man would certainly adopt the impure 
cultus of Ashtart ; very possibly, too, he might have, cere- 
monially, to adopt women’s attire’ In Dt. xxii. 5 such 
simulated changes of sex are forbidden in general terms ; 
in Lev. xix. 19, as well as in Ex. xxiii. 19, etc., the pro- 
hibition is specific. The true reading of Lev. xix. 19 (Dt. 
xxii. g-I1) appears to be approximately this, ‘wn ‘pn-nsx 
tan [Ssonn] orxn-xd [ams Seamer] mov ow mosxon> 
poy ty xd mmvow [Sxor], ‘ My statutes shall ye observe. 
A Yerahme’elite or Arabian woman [Yerahmeel-Ashhur] 
thou shalt not betroth [Yerahme’el], and a garment of 
[Yerahme’el] a Shinarite? woman shall not come upon thee.’ 

We have thus, I venture to hope, solved the riddle, not 
only of ta»yw (which should obviously be mmynw), but also 
of oxd>, which is usually interpreted ‘two things of diverse 
kind, without any very solid basis, but is really, like owo5n 
(Ps. x. 10), adn, and oxdn (245. 32/5 On irom Syarm. 
The gloss-makers were well aware of the influence of the 
Yerahme’elite people on the political and religious history 
of Israel. Fortunately their glosses found their way into 
the text. 

1 W R. Smith, OZ/C), p. 365; Driver, Deuteronomy, p. 250. 

2 Shinar (see on Gen. x. 10) represents Ishmael-Ardab. 


MAL’AK THE GUARDIAN (Ex. xxi. 20) 


IT has surprised some that here and in Num. xx. 16 (both 
passages E) qx5n has neither article nor, as in v. 23 (R), 
suffix. But qwbn is quite correctly treated here as a proper 
name (see pp. 40, 58). It represents Sxyom, the name of 
the N. Arabian deity who formed a second to Yahweh in 
the divine duad of the early Israelites. How great Mal’ak 
is appears from vv. 21, 22, and yet, as a small step towards 
strict monotheism, he is represented as ‘sent’ by Yahweh. 
Contrast ‘Let us make man’ (Gen. i. 26) and ‘Let us go 
down’ (Gen. xi. 7). Abarbanel well remarks, ‘The angel 
who is here mentioned is the great prince Michael 
[Yerahme’el], the redeemer-angel, whose name is like the 
name of his Lord (v. 21), and who is called the angel of 
his face.’ 


MOSES ON THE MOUNTAIN (Ex, xxiv. 12, 18) 


PROBABLY the original story did not concern itself with the 

duration of Moses’ stay on the mountain. Following the 

parallel of 1 K. xix. 8 (see Crit. Bzb., pp. 348 f.), we should 

read Wy W721 Tw WM, with the glosses (underlying oy and 

75%) mm and Sxorm. Cp. xxxiv. 28, where the words are 
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added, 7nw x5 om Sox NS ond. A most unnatural state- 
ment, according to Baentsch. Probably, however, it has 
grown out of glosses containing the names Sxorm, 020%, 
and  nmwx, and indicating that the mountain was in N. 
Arabia. It was neither the fasting of Moses nor the 
duration of his stay, but the fact that Israel’s legislator 
received his laws from God on the sacred mountain, that 
interested the earliest scribes or editors. The communica- 
tion of these laws by Yahweh himself reminds us of 
Hammurabi receiving his Code from the Sun-God. In 
xxxi. 18, xxxii. 16, we find the phrases, ‘the writing of 
Elohim, ‘ written with the finger of Elohim, which Winckler? 
takes to refer to cuneiform as opposed to Phcenician script. 
This, however, appears to be a mistake.” It is a perfectly 
naive way of saying that the ‘Mosaic’ laws were given by 
revelation.? 


PATAL “ERROR OF TRANSCRIPTION 
(EX. XXVIE 21) 


ty Sm (note absence of article). The phrase is rendered 
either ‘tent of meeting’ or ‘tent of revelation.” Neither 
rendering is supported by tradition, and it would be strange 
if the ‘meeting by appointment’ (xxv. 22) of Yahweh and 
Moses were originally referred to as a ty; none of the 
passages quoted by SDB affords a parallel for this. If 
qy1a is really the original word, it ought to signify primarily 


1 AOF, 3rd ser., 1. 168; Kvrzt. Schriften, ii. 116. 

“ It is connected with the incorrect reading wx wna, Isa. viii. 1, 
which should be jnv ‘na, ‘with an Ishmaelite pen.’ 

’ Cp, Dieterich, Ezze Mithrasliturgie, pp. 46 f 
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a meeting of Yahweh and the other eléhim.’ In several 
of BDB’s passages, however, ty has probably arisen by 
textual corruption; it is very plausible to extend this 
supposition to the passages containing the phrase ty19 Sm, 
if we should not rather say that there has throughout been 
a deliberate alteration of the word which originally stood in 
place of tya. What, then, we have to ask, was the original 
word ? 

To answer this question, we must take the phrase 
spo Sox in connexion with ty 17 in Isa. xiv. 13. 
In the latter passage we find the king of ‘ Babel’ boasting 
that he will take his seat on a mountain in Saphon, ze. 
Ishmael (see p. 32), called tyi. This arrogant king is 
(virtually) addressed by the poet as ‘ Yerahme’el ben Ashhur’ 
(underlying @é@ ben-shahar), and made to claim for himself 
likeness to the Most High. Can we doubt what this 
mountain is? Plainly it is Ezekiel’s ‘mountain of Elohim’ 
(Ezek. xxviii. 14, 16), and, as we have seen, the God of 
Paradise (as well as the first man and his descendants), 
originally bore the name Yerahme’el. Among the shortened 
forms of this name was jinn (MT. ‘Rimmon’); others, most 
probably, were joy. and prow. The latter would often be 
written ‘yO7N, or, by the common scribal error of transposi- 
tion, IND (omitting the sign of abbreviation). An editor, 
striving after sense, would convert this into Jy io, and, being 
equally bent on uniformity, would harmonise all the 
passages in which this scribal error aNyO could be found. 
Or the process might be even shorter; 1x (1O7N) might 
at once be converted into 7y)n. 

We can now perhaps see more clearly than SDB has 
done into the name of Saul’s son Armoni (2 S. xxi. 8, 
BDB, palatinus). But also something much more important, 
viz., how it came to pass that P converted the traditional 
tent-sanctuary, pitched outside the camp, into a falatzal 
structure, which was in two senses central, viz. both as 
regards its relation to the worship of the early Israelites 
(as imagined by P) and as regards its position in the camp 


1 So, tentatively, Zimmern, KAT"), p. 592; his earlier view 
(Ritualtafein, p. 88, note 2) was different, Cp. also A. Jeremias, 
BNT, p. 63, note 4; Hommel, Gv. p. 170, note I. 
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of the tribes. P may, in fact, have interpreted poIN as 
‘palace, whereas the earlier narrator (E) simply took the 
name ’ohel ’armén without attempting to explain it. That 
omtyi) in xxv. 22 proves the writer (P) to have read 
sym Sm, and to have interpreted it ‘tent of the appointed 
meeting, I cannot think probable. 


THE SHEKEL PROBLEM (Ex. xxx. 13) 


THE phrase wpa ope is only found in P; it is supposed 
to imply that a standard shekel was deposited in the post- 
exilic temple. It is probable, however, that wip has 
sometimes come either from -mw[x] (Ashhur) or from own 
C= Ashhur-Aram); scp. jot =xxxi. /10,, Genioxiv 7, sag 
considering that in Gen. xxiii. g (P) the most probable 
text gives the phrase ‘money of Yerahme’el, in Dt. iii. 11 
‘the cubit of Asshur, and in Isa. viii. 1 ‘a stilus of Ishmael,’ 
it is not too bold in xxx. 13, 24, Lev. v. 15, etc., to restore 
the phrase 7mwN Spw. This is confirmed by Lev. v. 15, 
where, besides ‘prt Spw, we find the phrase o»Spw yD>, which 
is not ‘money amounting to two or more shekels, but a 
corruption of ov>swx ADD, ze. ‘money in full weight, such 
as the merchants of Ashkal (see on Gen. xiv. 13) recognise’ ; 
and still more by Neh. v. 15, where the difficulties of MT. 
still puzzle the critics. Let me quote the words, -,D> mx 
ovr odpw. ‘ Forty shekels’ is improbable, and amx cannot 
mean ‘either *beside’ (R.V.):or “at the ratecof? (R.Vamge: 
As often (see on Gen. xxii. 13) 77" has come from amir, 
and oi (see on xxiv. 18, Gen. xxiii. 2) from omy; 
both words are glosses on o>pw=o>wex (Ashkalites), 
Cp.-on-xxxlr 10; 


WHOOWERE THE ARTIFICERS? (Ex. .Xxxiv 2, 6) 


‘WHAT'S in a name, we often say. But names like 
Besalel and Oholiab are of much import. For the former, 
‘in the shadow of El’ seems so edifying a sense, that few, 
besides Halévy, probably have doubted it. The merit of 
this keen scholar lies in his having seen’ that a number of 
names beginning with a are really mutilated forms of 
compounds with 1x; his error, in interpreting 1x or “x 
as ‘father (of), whereas it is really a shortened form of 
aN or N= D]1y. I append a list of the chief names (not 
from Halévy): 1. Sudx0 ; CF RPT SS are yy ody ; 4. Rwy; 
PaO, TnI; 7. yD; Ss. ytd > O.. NWA; 10. mya; 
BE WI; 12. wa; 13. Saen; 14: oom. Returning 
now to 535x2, I would remark that 5x5 is to be grouped 
with 5ydx (Judg. vii. 13), 55x (Jer. vi. 4), Sxdx (Isa. xviii. 1), 
and ody (Num. xiv. 9, Ezek. xxiii. 14, Am. v. 26). All 
these forms are corruptions of Sxyam. To these we may 
perhaps add Sil in Sil-Bil, the name of a king of Gaza, 
tributary to Esar-haddon? (KB ii. 149). That both the 
family of Besalel, according to tradition, and that of 
Oholiab, were considered to be of N. Arabian affinities may 
be inferred from the names which follow in their genealogies, 
and the Chronicler confirms it by the statement (1 Chr. 
ii, 19 f) that Hur, the grandfather of Besalel, was the son 
of Caleb and Ephrath. Note that Besalel works in silver 
and gold, and that silver and perhaps also (see 1 K. x. 22) 
gold came from Asshur or Ashhur (Tarshish). 

As for the name Oholiab, its setting (as regards names) 


1 See RE/J x. pp. 1; Gray’s criticism (WPA, p. 23, note 4) 
hardly goes to the root of the matter. 
2 Dillm. and Halévy have already compared $x5$sa and Sil-Bil. 
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we have seen to be distinctly N. Arabian. Its meaning is, 
not ‘ Father’s tent’ (so BDB), but Yerahme’el-‘Arab. Thus 
the supposed artificer of the so-called ‘tabernacle’ (A.V., 
after Vg.) bears a name nearly equivalent to that of the 
artificer of Solomon’s temple in 2 Chr. ii. 12, iv. 16, 
RN on, ze My orn. The Chronicler too informs us 
that Hiram-abi’s tribal connexion on his mother’s side was 
Danite; the Priestly Writer similarly states that Oholiab 
was a Danite. The latter is called son of Ahisamak (so 
MT.), where Ahi=Ashhur, and samak is to be grouped 
with Semakyahi (1 Chr. xxvi. 7) and Sibbekai (2 S. 
xxi. 18). Plausible reasons can be given for regarding both 
these names as N. Arabian. 


GLOTHING (OF PRIESTS (Exo xxx bo) 


THE priestly robes of Aaron and his sons are called 
Tip 712 (@, ‘garments of service’; BDB, ‘perhaps 
garments of plaited work’), and also wipm ’2 (so too 
XXXV. 19, Xxxix. 41). Lagarde (Ueberstcht, pp. 175 f) 
would delete the ) in ms}, and regard wapm as an ex- 
planatory gloss on the loan-word nw. The objection is 
that in xxxix. I Mw ’a stands alone. The truth may be 
that wT is a corruption of Nw=Nwxr, just as wIpT 
probably is of "mx. The robes used by the priests in 
the cultus were possibly, like their knowledge of Yahweh, 
of N. Arabian origin, and were therefore originally called 
‘garments of Shur,’ or ‘of Ashhur, 


1 pwn seems more correct than ovn. ov (or o¥nx), probably = 
Dux nw. aN in compound names (elsewhere prefixed) represents ay 
(see on Gen. xvii. 5). 


THE FACE OF YAHWEH (Ex. xxx. 14) 


‘My Face (pauim) shall go, and I will give you rest. Cp. 
eli 2O.7.,,and see p. 270. Pentel-or Peniel-txxxil. 31 7.) 
cannot safely be brought into connexion. The Pheenician 
goddess Tanith, the ‘face of Baal, may, however, justly be 
referred to, Yerahme’el being most probably a transformation 
of a goddess (see pp. 45 f). 

Here unwillingly a pause in these researches must be 
made. It seems unwise to attempt the history of Israelitish 
religion till a much keener criticism has been applied to the 
text. Should some advanced students have been led to 
question the soundness of many of the prevalent critical 
views, and to combine new critical methods with old, it will 
be a result not wholly inadequate to the long-continued 
labour represented by the present work. 
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INDEX OF SUBJECTS AND NAMES 


Aaron (Aharon), explained, 521 

not always Moses’ brother, 532 
dé, Abi, in names, 51, 286, 308, 370 
Abdalonymus, legend of, 72 (7. ?) 
Abd-hiba, 224 
Abel, significance of, 102 7, 
Adi in connexion with clan-name or 

place-name, 408 7 

Abib, month, 564 
Abijam, explained, 29 
Abimael, explained, 27, 199 (with z. *) 
Abimelech, explained, 51, 55, 313 

in connexion with Sarah, 313 7%, 321 
Abishag, explained, 120, 471 (7.°) 
Abi-ummi, explained, 309 
Abomination of desolation, 18 
Abraham, significance of, 285 /. 

name of hero of flood ? 300 

name of first man? 307 

his hospitality, 291 

not a missionary, xi., 225, 468 

his intercession, 295 

his faith tested, 323 

as a warrior, 230 

his mental reservation, 314 

his purchase of a family grave, 334 7% 

his death, 350 
Abrek, meaning of gloss, 462, 466 7. 
Achbor, Achshaph, Achzib, Akrabbim, 

432, CP. 447 

Adam, proper name? 95/., 116 

his creation, 70 

and Eve, created mortal? 76 


NdapayetQu (21>). 49) Ye, 722% un ols 
73 (.*), 76 (parallel to Adam), 96 
- (Adamu ?) 


Adonai, divine name? 54-56, 314 

Adoni-sedek, 194 

Adonijah, explained, 55 

Adonis, myth of, 30 f, 54, 56 fi See 
Isaac, Joseph, Tamtiz 

Adullam, origin of, 446 


Ages of the world, 126, 281 7 
Ah and Afi, innames, 29 (7.1), 46, 51, 
286, 308 
Ahab, explained, 63 (z.4), 286 (with 
n.*), 308 
his title in Assyrian, 404 
Ahura Mazda. See Zoroastrianism 
Ahuzzath, explained, 363 
Allegory, Gen. iii. 21 7, not an, 74 
Allon-bakith, explained, 417 
Almodad, 198 
Amalek, explained, 39, 96 (7.°), 424 
Amarna tablets. See Inscriptions 
American myths, creation, 8, 9 (bird- 
creator) 12 
deluge, 5, 127 f. 
gods of the four world-quarters, 13 
American peoples or countries, Algonkins, 
5, 7, 8, 124 f. 
Caingang, 126 (with z. 4) 
Guatemala, 127 
Hare Indians, 128 
Lenape, 126 
Quiches, 127 
Sioux, Io1 
Skidi Pawnees, 12, 72, 118, 124 /. 
Tamanaks, 128 
Tlatlasiks, 141 
Tlinkits, 127 7. 
Am or‘Am, divine name 308 7 
‘Amm, divine name, 310 
Amon, explained, 34, 55 (z. °) 
Amorite, and (Ass.) Amurri, 195 
Amram, 539 
Anak, explained, 121 
Angel of Yahwe. See Mal’ak Yahweh 
Angels, 12 (z.1), 368 
Angels, fall of the rebel, 117 
why called Watchers, 117 
Animal-gods. See Gods (animal) 
Animal-men, 15, 117 
Animal-names. See Totemism 
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Animals, formation of 72 /. 

Apepi, mythic Egyptian serpent, 3, 128 

Arabia, home of magic, divination, and 
prophecy, 6, 41 cp. 459-461 

Arabia, South, 25 (z. ?) 

Arabian beliefs, 2, 9, 33, 47, 79 

gods, Hobal 103 (z.1); Kuzah, 138; 
Nergal, 53; Resheph, 23, 57/7, see 
also Yerahme’el 

Arabian neighbours of 
language, 459 

Aram, the southern, 17, 62 (7. ?) 

Aram-naharaim (?), 263, 342 /, 357, 
43° 

its fine linen, 469 
kings of, 428 7% 

Aramzean deities, Hadad, 33, 50, 56; 
Rimmon (Ramman), 25, 27, 55, 66; 
Rekubel, ror ; Resheph, 57 

Ararat, geographical meaning, 135, 146 

is it correctly read? 135, 141, 144 
(with 7.1,?,%), cp. 513 
Arbela (Arba’-ilu), 335 


Israel, their 


ATK SNOB S: 532 n ro 7 ewer amt 
grounded, 131, 135, 144; ‘gopher’- 
wood, 148 

of Moses, 520 
sacred, 27, 3, 33) 35: 55» 63; 


Dibelius’ theory on, 34 /.; artificers 
of, s71f- 
Armon (Arman), divine name, 55, 250 
Armon-Yahweh, 33-35 
Arnold, W. R. 531 (z.1), on Ex. iii, 14 
Arnon, origin of 33 (7. ?) 
Arpakshad, 178 
Asenath, explained, 471 
Ashdod, explained, 23, 47, 177 (7. ) 
Asher, divine name? 23/7. 
tribal name, 378 
Asherah (Ashratu) a divinity, 24 f, 378 
Asherim, symbols of Asher, 24 / 
As-hor, Egyptian name 23 (z. 2) 
Ashhoreth, regional name, 23, 46, 213, 
319, 337, 352, 485, and 4o1 (Joseph- 
story), etc. Cp. Ashtart. 
Ashhur, explained, 23, 177 (z. ”) 
Ashkal (Eshcol), explained, 18 (7.4), 23, 
40 (%.°), 247, 315 
Ashkar, explained, 381 
Ashkelon, explained, 23 
Ashkenaz, 23, 144, 163 
Ashtar, a god, overshadowed by Yerah- 


me’el, 27 
the same as Ashhur, 16, 23, 25, 707, 
362 (7. *) 
combined with Yerahme’el, 70 
Kemosh, 277 


worshipped in Arabia, 454 
mountain of, 146 
Ashtart, primitive goddess, 16/7, 21, 23 
goddess of wisdom, 27 
feast of, 69 


Ashtart—continued 
royal priestess of, 44 
titles of, in true Hebrew text, 18-22, 
6x (7.1), 448 
her sacred animals, 21 
development of, 21 
a regional name, 51 
Ashtarts, the local, 17 
Ashteroth Karnaim, 240 f. 
Asmodeus, 300 (7.1) 
Asshur-Aram, 414 f. 
Asshur or Ashhur, a regional and a 
divine name, 23, 355, 357, 530/- 
(on Ex. iii. 14) 
Asshur-passages, 177, cp. 360 
Asshur tree, 24, 457 
Asshur-Yerahme’el, a regional and a 
divine name, 23, 199, 276, 305, 
405, 446 (situation), etc., cp. Baal 
name of a mountain and a city, 328 
Asshurim, 352 
Asshurites (Ashburites) in Arabia, go ; in 
Misrim, 517 
Ataroth, explained, 46 
Atra-hasis, 128 
Australia. Deluge-myth, 123 ; circumci- 
sion, 5347. 
Azazel, explained, 30, 119 
Aztec myth, divine serpent, 84 


BDB, recorded or questioned, 120 
(thrice), 142 (7.1), 143, 145, 229 
(z.1), 286 (z.%), 302 (twice), 314, 
406 (7.1), 419, 422, 436, 460, 489, 
501, 503, 508, 544, 55172, 565, 572 

Baal, origin of divine name, 24, 50 

baal onan 21, 25 (7.1), 50 (with 
7%. de 

ey 57 

Baal-sephon, 554 

Baal-shamem, 21, 50 (cp. 45) 

Baals, the, 17, 50, 62 

Babel, does it always mean ‘ Babylon’? 
187 f. 

tower of, 201 ff 
Babylon, ten antediluvian kings, rrr 
the ‘centre’ of the world, 86 
step-towers of, 202 
Babylonian geography, primitive, 86 
gods, myths, and legends, Addu= 
Hadad, 50; Anu, heaven of, 122, 
140; Arallu, 54 (origin); Ba’u= 
Ishtar, 21 f. ; Belili, goddess, 53; 
Belit, 22; creation-story, its slow 
growth, 2; chief Babylonian 
creation-story, two local traditions 
of, 130; creation-story, second 
Babylonian, 86; two other creation 
texts, 137; creation of men and 
animals (Berossus), 12; creation of 
Adam, 71; of heaven, 11; Ea, 
god, 13 (z.°), 40, 49, 132, and 295 
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(patron of humanity); Eabani, 13 
(z.*), 72; Etana, myth of, 33; 
Gilgamesh, 14, 78, 135, 181; 
Ishtar (see Ishtar), 7, 21, 38 (2.2), 
59, 77, 136 (bow-star) ; Ishhara= 
Ishtar, 23 (z.°); Kutha, legend of, 
118; Marduk, ro (7.3), 13, 36, 
40 7., 76, 278; his weapon, 1o1; 
mountain of the lands,’ (83 2.4), 
Nergal, 53 (origin), 54, 68; Oannes, 
79; Ramméan, 27, 33 (with z.?), 
66; Tamfiz, a god, 47; explained, 
TOM (2.8)\5e Nam, ca god, 20 /:, 
50(7.7). See Sargina 

Bacon, B. W., 258, 559 (#.?) 

Baentsch, B., 517, etc. 

Baethgen, 24 

Balaam, 40 (z.%), 41, 179, 190, 314, 


430 
Ball, C. J., 467 (z.1), 497, sor, etc. 
Bar-kos, Bar-nebo, explained, 108 (z. ?) 
Barton, G.A., x, 17, 23, 24 (2.3), 25, 
75» 99, 114 
Bashan, explained, 340 (z. ) 
Baudissin, Graf von, 51, 54 (z.°), 56, 
24 (7.1) 
Bdellium (?), 92 f. 
Beel-zebub, Beel-zebul, 54, 144 (7. ?) 
Beer-lahai-roi, 270 
Beer-sheba, 311 7, 321 
eke; Gi, 201, 30)(7. 4), 528 
Belial, origin of, 53 7 
Belitan, explained, 44 
Berossus, 111 (ten kings), 130 f 
Bertholet, Alf., 136 (7.7), 260 
Beth-aven explained, 516 (z. >) 
Bethel, explained, 371 
story of, 367 7 
Bethlehem, explained, 51, 419 7. 
Bethshemesh, explained, 273 
Bethuel, explained, 179 
Bilhah, 373 
Birdad, N. Arabian name, 182 
Bod-Ashtart, Phoenician name, 43 % 
Bohu. See Babylonian, ‘ Ba’u.’ 
Booths, feast of, an altered name ?—18 
(7.4), 397 
Bosheth, not a substitute for ‘ Baal,’ 18 
Bousset, W., 54 (z.°), 75 (2.7), 102 
(2.1); ‘Addenda.’ 
Bows of war-gods, 138 
Bowstar, z.e. Sirius, 138 
=Ishtar, 138 (z.1) 
Briggs, C. A., 254 (7.1), 508 (7.1) 
BrictonyewOseG-,8) 9; (72.5) 84u\(775°), 
125 (mz. 7,3) 
Brothers, hostile, 356 
Burkitt, F.C. 232) (7.1). 
Bush, burning, 525 7 


Camels in Egypt, 225 
Canaan, original meaning of, 174 f- 


Canaan—continued 
original situation of land called, 85, 550 
Nergal and Ramméan worshipped in, 
53) 55 
no images of Baal found in, 50 
Canaanitish culture, effect of, 62 
Canticles, references in, to Adonis-myth, 
19 (2.°), 47, 56 
Charles, R. H., 119 
Chemosh. See Kemosh 
Cherub, cherubim, 8, 31, 35, 100 f, 
Circumcision, 283, 290, 411 1, 533% 
Clement of Alexandria, quoted, 80, 97. 
Cooks Sa Ay 23 (726 )n glo 484075 tle 
561 
Cooke, G. A., 23, 43%, 59, 65, 67, 98 
(7.7), 424, 488 (7. ?) 

Comnilley Cx He noo (775 4), 0775 (2254); 
412, 416, 418 (7.4), 554 (7. %) 
Cosmogony, in Gen. i., earlier phases 

of, 2 
in Gen. i., whence derived, 2 
order of created works in, 12 
Egyptian illustrations, 3 
world-egg, 4, 97. 
creative spirit, 3 
affinity of, to Deluge-story, 125, 128 
Cowley, A., 65 (7.1), 409 (2. 2) 
Cowper, H. S., 59 (2.1) 
Craft, quality of ancient heroes, 365 
Crawley, E., 79 (2.8), 80 f, 8x (z.}) 
Creation, belief in renewal of, 36 
in early Canaanitish story, 7, 8 
Creation-myth, recast of, 65 
Creator, theriomorphic, 7, 9, 124 
half-developed, 125 
human personality of, 7, 81 f, 
name of, in Gen. ii.-iv., 98-100 
Yerahme’el as, 37/., 254 
Yahweh as, 65, 254 
Cults and myths, migration of, x. 32 
(7.7), 43 
Cuneiform writing, is it referred to in 
Ex., 568 
Cush. See Kush 
Cushan-rishathaim, 431 


Dan, 376 
Daniel, origin of name, 96 
the four beasts in, 282 
David, name, connected with Déd, 48 
his Arabian origin, 432 (7. +) 
his Ishmaelite scribe, 288 
wars of, 507 (7.1) 
Deborah, 416 # 
Decalogue, 563 7. 
Dedan, 176, 352 
Delitzsch, Friedr., 
154 (7.1), 352 
Deluge, called abudu, z.e. storm-flood, 
134, and light-flood, 142 (7. ?) 
a Hebrew legend without, 115 


3h 


86-88, x11 (n.°), 
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Deluge—continued 
duration of, 136 /. 
hero of, 114, 142 
of fire or of water, 297 
See also Egyptian, 

anian, Peruvian, 
nesian. 

Deluge-story, an ether-myth, 140 
primitive, shorter and simpler, 137- 


Indian, Lithu- 
Phrygian, Poly- 


39 

friendly animal in primitive, 126, 
138 f 

Babylonian (in epic), 132-135; (in 


Berossus), 130 7, 
Babylonian epic, meaning of ‘ship’ in, 
134 
development of Babylonian, 137-140 
Canaanite or N. Arabian, its develop- 
ment, 141 
differences between Genesis and the 
epic, 135, 137 
differences between J and P, 135-137 
its relation to Sodom-story, 137 
references to N. Arabia, 141 7% 
Dillmann, Aug., 121, 319, 501, 
509, etc. 
Dinah, 381, 41077 
Diod. Siculus, quoted, 450 (z.1), 460, 
489 
Dioscuri, 107 (7.1), 293 
Déd, a god worshipped at Beer-sheba, 
37, 46-49, 57, 379 
possibly a name of the Messiah, 47 ~ 
a geographical name, 47, 198 
meaning of name, 48 
Dédah= Ashtart, 46, 379 
Dodanim, 167 
Dothan, in the south, 440 
Dragon-myth, Babylonian, 3, 6, 123 
Egyptian, 3, 130 (Apepi) 
omission of, in Gen. i., 3 
fate of the monster, 5 
in Revelation, 4, 37 
elsewhere in O.T., 6 
typical interpretation of, 4 
Dragon-myths, 6 (in Syria), 41 7 
Dragon-slayers, also healers, 41 
Driver, S. R., xii, 9, 21 (2.7), 74, 89, 98 
104, 144, 258 (zv.1,%), 263, 315, 
332, 342, 358 (%."), 377 (2."), 390, 
404, 426, 481, 486, 492, 502, 510 
Dualism, in creation- and deluge-stories, 
125 f. 
of Revelation, 1 
Dfidu, Egyptian official, 48 (7.1) 
Duhm, B., 52 (z. 1) 
Dusares, 325 
‘Dust,’ the phrase ‘eating,’ 82 


504, 


Hagle, ‘divine; 9, 21, 633, 35), 78) ep: 
IOl 
Earth, limited conception of, 124 


Ecclesiastes, supposed Arabian origin of, 
40 (7. *) 

Edda, divine triad in, 292 

Eden, origin of, 86-88 

Edom, 358 

kings of. See Aram 
often miswritten for Aram, 429 

Eerdmans, B. D., 75, 79 (z.4), 103 
(2.*), 325 

Egypt, tombs of Beni Hasan, 474 

supposed Semitic temple in, 16 

horses in, 462 

embalming in, 512 

brick-making in, 516 

the Merneptah-stele (Israel) in, 405 

Thotmes III., place-list of, 273, 380, 
403 

Shoshenk, place-list of, 221, 397 

Rameses II., 487 

Rameses II]. (Harris papyrus), 358 
(2.2), 425 (7.3) 

Egyptian beliefs—cosmogony, 3, 454 
(z.?); creation of man, 70; 
Khnumu, the divine modeller, 74 ; 
humanity of gods, 15; Deluge- 
story, 128; destruction of mankind, 
128; Isis, 67, 454 (cow); Resheph, 
deity, 57; birth of divine brothers, 
356; Tale of Two Brothers, 74, 
292; incarnate Horus, 520. See 
Apepi 

Ekron, explained, 109 

El, origin of, 68 

El-Elyon, origin of, 37 f. 

Elam, in Gen. x. etc., 177 

Eli and his sons, 63 

Eliezer-Damascus (?), 258, 260 7, 

Elijah and Ahab, story of, 41 

Elijah and Elisha, N. Arabian origin, 
62; cp. 440 

Elishah, where situated, 134, 164 

Elohim, origin of, 66-69, 99, 400 

constructed with plural verb, 314, 390 

El-roi, origin of, 276 

Enoch, a ‘first man,’ 14, 49; 
hero, 115. See Hanok 

supposed Babylonian parallel to, rr2f- 

Enosh, explained, r1z 

Ephraim, explained, 472 f. 

the original mount, 470 

Ephrath, 262, 419, 507. 
Perath. 

Epiphanius, quoted, 325 (z. 4) 
Erbt, W., 19 (z.%), 46, 47 (7.1), 56, 
104, 233, 404 (7.4), 445, 505 

Eridu, city of the god Ea, 79, 136 

Esau, explained, 358 7%, 405 

J's explanation of, 359 7. 

his wives, 364, 367 

his genealogy, 422 7. 
Esau and Jacob, story of, 356 7%, 393 7% 
Eshbaal and Eshban, 23 


solar 


See also 
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Eshmun, See Phoenician 
Eshmunazar, 43 7, 68 
Eshtaol, 70 (z.%), 110 
Esther, explained, 166 (7. *) 
Etham, 516, 553 7 (explained) 
Ethan, explained, 58, 64 (z. 2) 
Ethbaal, explained, 39 (with z. ?) 
Euphrates, 91, 263 
Eve, meaning of (Hawwah), 97 72 
and the apple, 81 
formation of, 73 7 ; parallels to story, 


74 
Ewald, H., 316, 367 
Exodus, the, 545-547 


Face of Yahweh, 279, 573 

Finnish mythology. See Kalevala. 
Firstlings, law of the, 550 

Four, sacredness of number, 28 7 
Frazer, J. G., 429 


Gabriel, 102 (7.1), 293 

Gad, tribal name, 378 

Gautier, Luc., 297 

Geiger, Abr., 119, 414 (2z.%,3), 492 

Gemini, the, 273, 356, 501 

Gerar, situation of, 311; cp. 363 

Gershom, explained, 524 

Giesebrecht, Fr., xi, 496 

Gihon, river of Paradise, 92 

Gilead, 179, 385 77 

Gilgamesh, hunter-king of Uruk, 181 

deputy of sun-god, 135 
epic, Elysium or Olympus? 134; 

magic plant, 78; scant respect for 
minor gods, 133 

Girgashites, 195 

Glaser, Ed., 156, 176 f., 198, 351 

Gnostics, on creation, 16 (7.1) 

God—divine duad, 16, 33, 35, 52, 59, 
279; divine triad, 15 7, 279, 292; 
Pheenician triad of deities, 53; 
displacement of early duad or triad, 
65; divine jealousy, 81, 118, 125; 
primitive god, 31; humanity of God, 
15, 17; the nomadic and the agri- 
cultural stage, 30; Father God, 23 ; 
Mother-goddess, 16f,, 22; ‘God- 
man,’ 49 (with z. 1) 

God, in Gathic hymns and in Israel’s 
higher religion, compared, 1 

Gods, animal, 31, 79, 117. See also 
Eagle, Lion, Sun-god, Tree-god, 
Moon-god, Animal-men 

Gog and Magog, 157 /. 

Goldziher, Ign., 69 (7. 4) 

Gomer, 157 7% 

Goshen, land of, 478-480, 485 

GraywiGas Bs, 1x 93) (72.7), 2773) 313, 
423 (w.*), 425 (2%), 427, 571 
(7. *) 


579 
Greek Deluge-story, Deucalion, 129 
(Pindar), 138 (Iris) 
Grenfell, A., 5 (.?) 
Gressmann, Hugo, 15 (z.1), 19, 30 


(7%), 48 (7.”), 57 (7.7), 58 (7.1), 
72 (n.*), 94 (7.8), 525 (x. 7) 
Griineisen, 372 (on Rachel) 
Gunkel, H.., 8 (7. 2), 30 (. 4), 60, 71, 99f., 
HO4 11379) (22.+) oX7.8 alee ne LoS, 
271 f-, 294, 314, 3187, 327f;, 


332, 361, 364f,, 367, 377, 379 
3901; 395) 408 (7.4), goo, ears, 
420, 425, 435, 464, 495, 500, 
502, etc. 


Hadad (II.), 432 
Hadrach, explained, 92, 467 
Hagar, name, 268 /. 
overlooked mentions of name, 266, 
268 
fortunes of, 23, 2667/7. 
Ham, 32 (2.2), 150, 152. 
Ham, Yepheth 
Hammanim, symbols of god Rahman, 
25; cp, Baal-hamman 
Hammurabi, 6, 65, 197, 267, 274 (z.°), 
314 (Sarah), 318 (Hagar), 352, 


See Shem, 


403 

Hamor, 408 

Handék, Reubenite, Midianite, and 
S. Arabian name, 105. See Enoch 


altered into Noah or Naham, 114 
explained, 105, 113 
parallel Phrygian name, 128 
Haoma-plant, juice of, 78, 80 
Haran, 210-213 
Haran, 210-213, 343 
Harper, W. R., 33 (7.3), 38, 402, 430 
7a 
ue J. Rendel, 293 
Harrison, Jane, 53 (z. 2) 
Hashmannim (Ps. Ixviii.), 
490 
Haupt, Paul, 51, 77, 87, 166, 556 
Havilah, 92 7, 175, 198, 271 
Hazar-maveth, 198 7. 
Hebrew children, persecution of, 518 
Hebron, origin of name, 335 
Hermon, Mount, 119 
Herodotus (ii. 109), 489 
Hesperides, garden of, 80 
Heth. See Hittites 
Hiddekel, river, 87, 88 f,, 91, 263 
Hinnom, valley of, 5 
Hiram, Arabian origin of, 46 
Hittites (Hethites), 194, 336 
Hoffmann, G., 25, 42 (z.), 46 (x. ?), 
67, 130 (2.1) 
Hogg, H. W., 377, 380 (x.1), 420, 
434 (7.1), 472 f:, 500 (7.1) 
Holzinger;—He,-28 f., 87 (z.4), 333, 
502, 521 (2.1), 565 


explained, 
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Hommel, Fritz, 21, 22 (7.2), 23 (z.%), 
24, 25 (z7.7,°), 27, 28 (7°), 50 
(7.?), 53 (7.7), 56, 64, 86, 89 
(2231) VO paLOS WE LOOr er Eker Le, 
ELO} VB4a 170 eae (Zeya. Oy 
247, 304, 310, 355, 358/., 178, 
403, 461 (7.*), 473 (.*), 521 (7.7) 

Honey of Paradise, 41; cp. 77 

of Canaan, 475 

Hophra, 224 (with 7. 1) 

Horeb, Mount, 31, 527, 537 (7.1). See 
Sinai 

Horite, explained, 241, 424 (with z. ?) 

Horses in Arabia? 462 

Hur, as a proper name, 23 

Hyrieus, myth of, 292 


Indian mythology — first woman, 75 ; 
Indra, soma-juice, 78; Deluge, 
131 f.; development of story, 142/; 
exposure of young solar hero, 519 7. 
Inscriptions—Egyptian, 273, 287, 404; 
Assyrian, 404, etc.; Amarna Tablets, 
13 (z.%), 28 (z.%), 46, 48, 50(z.°), 
66, 115 (7.°), 122, 124 (7.3), 249, 
313 (7.*), 335 (7°), 345) 355) 392, 
405, 426, 480, 483 (42s); Gezer tablet 
(11), 43r (z.4); Tell Daannek 
tablet, 29 (7.1), 54 (7.1); Aramaic, 
51; Aramaic papyri (Assuan), 23 
(Gza2)) 2Oye soos exo mEaon(77.-), 
162, 333, 409 (z.%); Moabite 
stone, 25, 46, 50, 423; Phoenician, 
18 (z.”), 21, 23, 26, 27, 30, 42 
(z.”), 43 gf: (names of Arabian 


origin), 57, 65, 199, 309, 488 
(7.2), ete. ; Palmyrene, 28, 59} 
TOO) (7214) LAU e Zone 277, 


He (Wo), se (Ay eee (a2), 
381 (7.1); Zenjirli, 16, 23, 28, 57, 
68, 102 (7.*); Minzean, 380 (7. !); 
Syro-Greek, 409 
Iolaus, Punic god. See 
Phoenician 
Isaac, meaning of name, 289 (cp. 344) 
birth of, 317 
earlier forms of story of, 324 
why no change of name, 289 
at Gerar and Beer-sheba, 363 
connected with Tamfiz or Adonis, 325 
Isaac of Antioch, quoted, 325 (7. ”) 
Ishmael, theories of the name, 29 /, 
2727. 
sent into the wilderness, 317 7. 
his Misrite wife, 320 
in later legend, 268 (7. ?) 
tribes of, 353 
pillars devoted to the god, 369 
tree of, 322, 383 
synonymous with Yerahme’el, 272 
often mentioned in the original texts, 
272 


Eshmun, 


Ishtar, underlying story of midwives, 
517 

‘Ishtar, descent of,’ 53 (7.1), 82 (. 1). 

Ishtaru, tshtaritu, ‘ goddess,’ 68 

Israel, explained, 403 /. 

Issachar, tribal name, 379 7 

Ithamar, explained, 448 (7. 7) 

Ithobalos, explained, 46 


Jachin. See Yakin 
Jacob, explained, 359, 403; cp. 399 

his name changed, 404 f- 

the Hebrew Odysseus, 364, 399 

his journey to Laban’s home, 367 

his stone not a daztyl, 370 

his compacts with Laban, 383 7, 385, 
388 

his wrestling match—with whom? 
399 f- 

his meeting with Esau, 405 7 

his purchase of land, 407 # 

his residence near Shechem, 440 

his residence at Hebron, 440 

sacrifices at Beer-sheba, 480 

his blessings (chap. xlix.), 495 7- 

his funeral, 512 7 

his religion the same as Laban’s, 387, 
390 

his enormous strength, 398 

Japanese parallel to Moses-myth, 518 f- 

Jasher. See Yashar. 

Jastrow, M., 4 (z.4), 11, 18, (7.2), 22 
(7.1), 73 (#.%), 76, 83 (2), 94 
(z.?), 13%, 155, 170, 173, 279 
(7.7), 299, 309, 564 

Jebusite. See Yebusite. 

Jensen, Paul, 25 (7.2), 66, 78 (zz. 4,°), 
E33 (7272.1, °); 9094 (e752) yeraonaene)s 
182 (2.1), 186, 210, 295 

Jeremias, A., 11, 78 (2.4), 140 (z.9), 
166, 182 (7.1), 248 (2.4), 359(z.°), 
368 (7.*), 453, 479, 497 

Jerusalem, the new, 83 

Jeshurun. See Yeshurun 

Jethro. See Yithro 

Jezebel, explained, 46 

Job, myth of, 13 (7. °) 

name explained, 13 (7.3), 116 

book of, Arabian affinities, 40 

stone of, religious significance, 20 
(2.1) 

a first man, 13 (7. 9) 

Johns, C. H. W., 23 (7.7), 48, 66, 173, 
261 (7.1), 315, 357 (%.*), 403, 432 
(7.2), etc. 

Jordan, 228, 456 

Joseph, name explained, 381 /. 

blessing of, 506 77. 

theories of, 434 ; Adonis elements, 56, 
439 

his ‘coat of many colours (?), 436 

his second dream, 437 
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Joseph—continued 
bought by a Misrite, 440 
bought by Potiphar, 440; cp. Poti- 
phar, Potiphera 
interprets dreams, 453, 454% 
fulfilment of his early dreams, 474 
grand-vizier, 461 7. 
his Misrite name, 468-470 
his relation to king, 459 
Joseph-tribe, origin of, 470 
Josiphiah, 381 
Judah, name explained, 376; blessing 
of, 502 77. 
experiences with Tamar, 445 77. 
and Tamar, mythic elements in, 445 


Kadesh, a district name, 45 (7.1), 561 
Israelite centre, 561 
name carried to Pheenicia, 45 
southern, its situation, 312 f. 
Kain and Kenan, origin of, 102 f,, 113 
Bab. parallel to name, 113 
sign, 104 /f. 
tribe, seat of the, 105 
Kalevala (Finnish epic), 9, 14, 22, 41 
(2.3), 70, 420 
Kaphtorim, 191 ft 
Kasdim, a supposed Bedouin tribe of, 332 
Kasluhim, 191 
Kemosh (Moabite god), 423; cp. 277 
Kenites, their influence on Israel, 17 
Kesitah, explained, 409 
Keturah, 351 f 
Kids, law as to seething, 565 7 
Kinship, primitive, 31, 98 
Kiryath-arba, 42 (‘city of four’!), 334 /0 
Kiryath-yearim, 503 
Kittel, R., 29, 213 (2. #) 
Kittim, 166 7. 
KGnig, Ed., 15 (z.*), 177, 310, 329 
Koran. Angelic keeper of hell, 53 
Kraetschmar, 246 (7.1) 
Kuenen, Abr., 412 
Kush, 90, 170 f., 181 


Laban, 123, 345 
Labanites, 32, 123, 184 
Lagarde, Paul de, 2, 42, 106 (7.°), 406 
(72. ?). 

Lagrange, Pére, 12 7, 25, 43, 51, 370f. 
Lambert, M., 70 
Lamech, explained, 106 7. 

his song, 109 
Languages, myth on variety of, 203 
Lapana, Lapén, 123, 345, 355, 406 
Leah, explained, 373 

a serpent demon? 97 (z.*4), 373 
Lebanon, the Punic, 31 (z. +) 

the Arabian, 123, 457 
Lenormant, Fr., 106 
Levi, tribal name, 375; cp. 523 (z.?) 
Life, synonymous with knowledge, 75 


Lion, divine, 35, 54] 
Lithuanian deluge-story, 127, 138 
Logos, the, 50 (with 7.2), 60 (with 7. 4) 
Lot, 211, 301, 425 

the primary, 308 

his wife, 303, 305 7. 

his drunkenness, 306 
Lot-story, development of, 300 7. 
Lotan, 211 
Love-apples, 379 
Love-charm, food shared as a, 80 
Luther, B., 98 (2.7), 390 (z.°), 405, 

409, 445 (7.1), 506 


Maakath, 167, 319, 333 
Mabébul, origin of, 144 7. 
Macalister, 424 (z. *) 
Madai, 159 7: 
Mahabharata, Indian epic, 129 f,, 520 
Mahanaim, legend of, 391 7. 
Makir, 514 
Malak the Guardian, 567 
Mal’ak Yahweh, 40, 58-60, 101, 277- 
280, 291-294, 318, 329, 525, 528 
Malkah, divine name, 18, 51 
Man, in Jewish eschatology, ro2 (.1). 
See Son of Man 
life of, how and why shortened, 118 
Man, the first, a king and a demigod, 
TA iE 
has he no proper name? 71, 98, 100, 
€pi.96,, 1r6y7- 
his wisdom, 115 
his fate, 83 
Manasseh. See Menasseh 
Mandeeans, 25 (7.1), 77, 110 (2. ”). 
Manu, first man, and hero of Indian 
deluge-story, 129 f- 
Marah, mythic affinities, 559 7 
Margoliouth, D. S., 33 
Marquart, xii, 425 (z.!), 429 7%, 468, 501 
Marriages of divine beings, 116 7 
Marti, Karl, 36 (7.1), 61 (7.1), 103 
Maspero, G., 15 (z.1), 74 (2.1), 130 
(z.?), 134, 322 (7.4) 
Massah and Meribah, 559 7, 
Matred, explained, 433 
Mazzaloth, meaning of, 19 (7. ?) 
Mehetabel, 432 
Meilichios, origin of, 53 (7.7) 
Meinhold, J., 69 
Melchizedek, 251 7% 
Melek (Malk), divine name, 50-52, 324/,, 


327 

Meluhha=N.W. Arabia? 161 
Men, first, endowments of, 13-15 
Menasseh, 471 f., 514 
Merari, 482 
Meshezabel, 433 
Messiah, the, son of Dod, 47/7, 57 

son of God, 567. 

death of, 56 
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Methuselah, 106 

Meyer, Ed., ii-vi, viii, x, 27 (”.”), 34 
(ZA), 42 (7227), OS a7) OZ NO: 
(7.4), 154, 172,179 (7.2), 183 
(z.1), 269, 285 (z.%), 288, 289 
(7.*), 343) 352, 373» 382, 391 (7.1), 
408, 414, (7.4), 415 f., 422, 488 
(7.7), 509, 513, 524 (7.%), 525, 
542, 546 (7.), 563 

Michabazo in N. Amer. myth, 125 

Michael (Mikael), a heavenly Being, 4, 
II, 37, 38 (2.1), 48, 59, 60 (with 
notes), 119, 279, 293 (with x. *), 346 

compared with Marduk and Mithra, 
60, 102 (with 7. #) 

Midian, 353, 441 (Winckler), 522 

Milk and honey of Paradise, 41, 84, 
455; of Canaan, 455, 529, 530 (7.1) 

Milkah, 215 

Milkom (Malkam), 51 

Miriam, explained, 558 

Misraim (Egypt), extension of meaning ? 

xi. 

Misrim (in N. Arabia), xi.-xiii. 6 (7.4), 
32 (2.7), 171-173, 224, 262, 320, 
354 (7.1) 

in the Joseph-story, 441, 443, 453/. 
in the Exodus-story, 517, 543 % 
god of, 32 

its fine linen, 436; cp. 464 

its divining bowls, 476 /- 

Missor, regional and place-name, 172, 
305. See Misrim. 

Mithraism, 368 (7.1) 

Moab and Ammon, 306-310 

Moon-god, 25 (7.?), 27 

Moore, G. F., 24 

Moriah, 327 

Moses (Mésheh) explained, iii. 521 

originally a Levite? 524 
hidden among the rushes, 518 
parallels to story of child, 518-521 
his wife, 171, 523, 533 
early legends of, 522 7% 
his staff, 532 
his song, 5577. 
how he received the laws, 567 f. 
Enoch (Handék) compared, 520 
clan of, xi., 65 
Mountain of God, 71, 527, 569 
Mountains, sanctity of, 30 /. 
seven supernatural, 83 
Miiller, D. H., 106, 380 (7.1) 
F. Max, 10 (2.8), 75 
W. Max, ix. (z.1), 58, 164, 190, 225, 
399 (7.°), 425 (x1), 516 
Musri, 262. See Misrim. 


Naaman, divine name, 36, 56 (with x. ay 
483 

Naham (= Noah), 114, 151 

Nahor, 210, 331, 343, 390 


Nahorites, Gunkel’s theory of, 332 
Nahshon, explained, 540 
‘Name,’ meaning of, 21, 45 
of a god, ineffable, gox (7.1) 
Naphtah, tribal name, 376 #% 
Naphtuhim, 190 f. 
Natanu (=Nathan), origin of, 64 (7.?) 
‘Navel of the earth,’ 94 7, 
Naville, Ed., 516 
Nebuchadrezzar, the name, 426 
wisdom of, 40 
a temple builder, 44, 81 
Negeb, the, 453 
Nehushtan, explained, 42 
Nephilim (or Niphlites ?), 121-123, 355 
Nergalli, colossal lions, 102 
Nestle, Eb., 336, 5407 
Nethinim, explained, 431, 467 
New Zealand myths. See Polynesian 
Nielsen, D., 280, 523-525 
Nile, the, 455 7 
Nimrod, problem of, 180-185 
Nineveh in Gen. x., 188 
Niobe, myth of, 30 
Noah, hero of, deluge-story, 113, etc. 
See Naham 
vine-dresser, 142 
NGldeke, Theod., 24, 71 (7.1), 98, 321, 


381, 427, 540 ; 
Noordtzij, 173, 193, 312 (with 7.%), 
355 (7.") 


Numerals read in error, 264 


Oholibamah, origin of, 423 
Oil of the gods (or of Paradise), 41, 78, 
84; Cp. 371 
in Christian ritual, 78 (7. °) 
On, Oni, Ono, 420, 471 
Onyx-stone (?), 93 
Orpheus and Eurydice, 276 


Paddan-Aram, 357 7 
Palm-tree, 77 
Palmer, Prof. E. H., 298, 453 
Paradise, the Hebrew, originally in 
Arabia, 85 7%, 90, 455 
in the upper world, 84, 455 
Mesopotamia ? 86 7 
its river, 78, 85, 455 
streams, 41, 8476 
the mountain of, 83; crowned by a 
city, 131 
Parnassus, Mount, 94 
Par'osh (flea-clan?), viii. 7. ; 408, 432, 
541 (2.3) 
Pashhur, origin of, ix. (7.1), 541 
Passover, 399; rules of, 548 7. 
Pathros, Pathrusim, 155 f, 159 (7.7), 
189 f., 436 
Peiser, 86, 93 (7.1) 
Peleg, 197 
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Peleth, 312 (x. ?) 
Pelew islanders, leaf-fibre loin-garment, 
80 (7. +) 

Penuel, origin of, 122 

Perath, river, 91 f,, 1627. 

Perez and Zerah, 357, 449 

Persian Gulf, 86, 90, 133 7. 

Peruvian deluge-myth, 297 

eterswe) eens a 742), 

345 (7.1), 360 

Pethor. See Balaam 

Petrie, Flinders, 16, 367, 487, 531, 554 

Pharaoh (?), 223, 458 

Philemon and Baucis, 392 

Philistines in O.T., who are they? 192, 
312 

Phinehas, 173, 4607, 460 f. 

Phoenician mythology, Cosmic egg, 4, 
22; Baav=Bab. Ba'u, 22; Eshmun, 
3r (7.1), 42 f., 45, 52, 54, 373; 
Melkarth, 30 (z.?), 46 (origin), 54; 
Resheph, 57 7; Samemrumos, 18 
(z.1), 359; Tanith, 43, 45, 573; 
Kabiri, 42, 293 (z.+1); Kronos (El), 
52, 68 (z.1). See Adonis 

Pheenicians, Arabian origin of, 43 
fetishes of, 34 

Phrygian deluge-myth, 128 7 

Pi-hahiroth, 554 

Pikol, explained, 320, 363 

Pillar of fire and cloud, 557 

Pinches, Theoph., 77 

Pishon, river, 92 

Pithom, 516 

Plagues, the, 542 77 
origin of story, 542 

Plutarch, quoted, 357 

Polybius, referred to, 34, 42 (7.3) 

Polynesian and New Zealand myths ; 

bird-creator, 9 ; cosmic egg, 9; New 
Zealand cosmogonies, 140; cosmo- 
gonic darkness, 10; deluge, 127 ; 
heaven and earth, separation of, 128 ; 
parallels to Eve-story, 74 7 ; Mani, 
divine man, 71 (72) Paradises, 
84; rainbow, ‘path of the gods,’ 
138; twins, rivalry of, 356, 449 

Polyphemus, story of, 365 

Potiphar. See Joseph 
his wife, 450//. 
his second name, 452 

Potiphera, explained, 442 

Priest-rulers, 523 

Priests, Israelitish, 62 /. 

Prophecy, origin of, 20 (z.*), 61 //. 

Proverbs, canonical, in Arabian style, 40 

(with zz. 3) 

Putiel, 461, 540 f 


Bom (225); 


Raamses, 487 f. 
Rab-mag, explained, 159 
Rachel, 3727, 418 # 


Radau, creation-story, 282 
Rahab, explained, 6 / 
Rainbow, origin of, in P, 136 
not in J nor in Babylonian epic, 136 
parallel to Greek Iris, 136. See Bow, 
Lithuanian, Polynesian 
Ranke, H., 30, 514 


| Raphael, 293 


Ratzel (on N. American myth), 126 

Rebecca (Ribkah), 333, 344 

Rehoboth, 186, 335, 431 

Rekem, place-name, 179, 200, 312, etc. 

Renan, Ernest, 280 

Rephidim, 561 7 

Resheph, place-name or clan-name, 58 ; 
ep. Arabian, Phoenician 

Reuben, 374 f,, 420 2, 500 

Rogers, B. W., 213, 519 (7. *) 


Sabbath in the cosmogony, 69 
Sabbath, Babylonian, 69 
Sacrifices, few in early times, 31, 61 
in later times, 36, 61, 63 
human, 52, 324, 326 (children) 
of lambs in spring, 56 
of stags, 324 
Salekath, 315-317, 406, 409 
Sammael, name of arch-demon, 54 
Samsi, queen of Aribu, 488 (z. 2) 
Samsi-iluna, underlying form, 274 (z. ?) 
Samson, birth announced, 291 
Sanballat, explained, 213 (7.1) 
Saphon, origin and use of, 30, 32, 50 
(2.3), 80 (2.5), 85, 158 
Sarah’s death, 334 
Sarai and Sarah, 215, 288, 307, 310 7% 
Sarephath, the southern, 62 (7.”), 312; 
cp. 200 (more than one) 
Sarephathites, 192 
Sargina, story of child, 519 ; cp. Moses 
Sayce, A. H., 28, 59 (z.4), 64, 85 (z.1), 
86, 96, 133 (z.1), 158, 165 (2.1), 
334 (7.1), 361 (7.*), 52x (7.7) 
Scandinavian myth. Rainbow, ‘bridge 
of the gods,’ 136 
Schmidt, N., 38 (7.2), 57 (z.1),} 60 
(7.3), 158 (7.2), 412 (7.3) 
Schultens, roo 
Schwally, Friedr., 
(7. *) 
Scythian invasion, 164 
Seir, 211, 241, 3587, 405 
Seraiah, 288, 404 
Serpent, in Gen. iii., 78 £, 80 (a demon- 
lover), 82. See Apepi, Aztec, Leah 
Sha‘atnez, 565 
Shaddai, 24, 65, 282 /,, 475 
Shalem, divine name, 46; place-name, 
407 
Shamgar, explained, 524 
Sheba, 176 (with 7.%), 198, 352 
Shechem, 220, 407, 413, 494/ 


13, 70 (7.*), 387 
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Shekel problem, 570 
Shekels, standard, 311 
Shem, Ham, and Yepheth, origin of, 
1I7; cp. 150, 155, 164 
Sheol, origin of, 54 
Sheshak, explained, 187 
Sheth, explained, 109 
Shihor, explained, 121, 263 
Shiloh, 502 7 
Shimeon, tribal name, 375; with Levi, 
501 
left in Misrim bound, 474 
Shinar, explained, 185 7, 360 
Shishak, 47 
Shittim wood, 147 
Shur, from Asshur, 23, 121, 269, 559 
Shurippak, on the Euphrates (Gilgamesh 
epic), 132 (with z.}) 
Sibeon=Ishmael, 20 (z.1), 85, 425 
Sidon, origin of name, 193 7 
the southern, 17, 314, 504 
Sievers, Ed., 99 (7.2), 121, 144, 147, 
252, 294 (z.+), 341 (z.1), so2 
Sinai, 28, 32, 527 f., 562 (volcano) 
Sippar (in deluge-story), 130 
Sipporah. See Moses 
Smith, G. A., 3967. 
Smith, H. P., 534 4 (on Ex. iv. 18-26) 
Smith, W. R., viii, 4 (.?), 9, 31 (z.}), 
34 (7.1), 42 (7.*), 79 (2.1), 98, 
reuey (GA kkey (Vash eleke (G7), 
B24) 1(7242), BOL MI Z.-)y S05 4 ee 
(x.?), 423 f, 425, 493 f-, 500, 
565 /. 
Soan, origin of, xiii 
Soar, place-name, 296, 303, 307 
Socotra, island, is it the home of Ut- 
napishtim ? 136 
Sodom and Gomorrah, 297 7 
Sodom-story and Deluge-story compared, 
299 f. 
scientific view of, 297 
Sojourn, length of the Misrite, 547 
Soma-plant, juice of, 77, 79 
Son of God and Son of Man, 57 
Son of Man parallel to Messiah and to 
Logos, 60 
Sor. See Missor 
Spiegelberg, E., 320, 375, 516 
Spirit, divine, as a cosmic power, 20 
Mandzean view of the, 25 (7.1) 
conceived of as an airlike substance, 
118 
Stade, B., 71, 96 (x.%), 102, 109, 118, 
160, 204 (7.1), 322 (w.°), 4o2 (2.1), 
489 (7.*), 565 (x. 4) 
Steer-god, 35, 509 
Steuernagel, C., 218, 344 (7.1), 394, 
404 f-, 424, 445 (7.1), 565 
Stones, divine breath in, 128; cp. 509 
Stucken, Ed., 125, 126 (z.?,%), 128 
(7202) w2q (7202) ego, (72.2), 1276, 


2850 (721-)) 1293) BOL (72 SOT, 
366, 373 (#.%), 379, 415, 497. 
Succoth, 397, 406 7, 516 (Naville’s), 


553/- 
Sumer (S. Babylonia), 185 
Sun-disk, winged, 8 
Suph, sea of, 551 #% ; passage of, 555 7. 
Sword, divine, 100 f. 
Syrian deluge-story (Lucian), 127 f. 


Table of nations, 154 7. 
Budde’s and Wellhausen’s theory, 155 

Taboos, 81, 139 

Tahpanhes, 554 

Talmai, 336 (z.+) 

Talmud, 11 

Tamar, origin of, 77 (7.7), 307 (z.?), 
447 f. 

Tamarisk, sacred tree in Egypt, 322 

Tamfiz, 19 (%.*), 47, 434, 438, 453. 
See Déd, Joseph 

Tanith. See Phoenician 

Tarshish, where situated, 134 (Jensen), 
165 f. 

origin of name, 166, 571 

Teman, origin of, 40 (7.7), 424 

Temples, primitive, 31 

Temptation, the, 72 

Tent of meeting? 5687. 

Terah, 210 

Thompson, R. C., 79 (z.1) 

Tiamat, 4 (with z.”), 11, 140, 511, 552 

Viele,“ C2 Psy 146,19261(72.2) 

Timnah, place-name, 448 

Tola, 482 

Torrey, C. R., 45 (2.1) 

Totemism, viii-ix, 333, 375, 423 

Toy, C. H., 39 (%.*), 95 (%.*), 503 

Tree-gods, 12, 24, 31 

Tree-men, 75 

Tree-spirits, 79 

Tree of knowledge, 75 

Tree of life, 75, 77, 94 (with 7.1) 

Trees (or plants), magic, 41, 71, 78, 133 

Triads, Egyptian and Babylonian, 16 
(7.2) 

Tribes, twelve, 331 
(Ishmael) 

Trumbull, 80 / 

Tubal and Meshek, 161 7. 

Tubal-Kain, 103, 107 7 

Tyre (Sor), origin of Hebrew name, 46, 
72 (2. *) 


(Nahor), 353 


Ulmer, 421 (z.?), 424, 521 
Ur-Kasdim, 213 7. 
Usener, 84, 129 (z.%), 131 
Ut-napishtim, Babylonian hero of the 
Deluge, 116, 134 7% 
meaning of name, 133 
not a king but a rich citizen, 134 
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Ut-napishtim—continued 
properly solar-mythical, 142 
his apotheosis, 133 
translated whither ? 135-137 

Uz, 180, 331 


Vine, 77 
Virgin, celestial, 21 
Volz, Paul, 48 (7. ?) 


Waitz-Gerland, 9 f., 75 (z.4), 85 (2.2), 
128 (z.*), 142 (7. ?) 

Water of healing, 133 

death, 134 (z. 2) 

Weeks of ten days (?), 347 

Wellhausen, Jul., 24 (z.4), 110, 120 
(z.2), x44 (z.%), 276, 351, 362, 
379 (2.7), 389, 408 f., 411, 426, 
502, 511; 533 

Whatham, A. E., 81 (on Gen. iii.) 

Wife’s right of property, 314 7. 

Winckler, Hugo, iv, xi, 11, 15, 28, 33 
(7.*), 46 (%.1,7), 47, 49 (7.1), 56, 
665075 (2.8), 89 (713 8); 94 (2.3), 
MOT, 1037 (7231) 104 (74), 2x8, 
120, 140 (z.?), 142 (z.1), 158 (7.7), 
164, 166, 211, 262 (2.1), 321 f,, 


B54m(Z22) S593 S741 593, 410, 
415, 420, 435 J, 453, 479, 497, 
513, 559 


Wine of Paradise, 41, 84 
Wisdom, mythic representation, 38-40 
derived by Israelites from Arabia, 40 7. 
Ea, Babylonian god of, 13 (z.%) 
Ishtar, Babylonian goddess of, 
(2.? 
Woman, the first, her name, 96 /% 


38 


Xisuthros, 111, 113, 115, 132 (origin of 
name ; Berossian story) 
tenth of the early Babylonian kings, 
131 


Yabal, Yubal, 107, 109 

Yabbok, 396 7 

Yahu, regional name, 66 

Yahweh, Yahu, origin of, 64-66, 100 
(z.*); cp. 530f- 

Yahweh, worship of, in N. Arabia, 314, 


339 
Yahweh, a lion-god and a steer-god, 


35 
Elohim, explained, 99-101, 153 
Seba’oth, origin of, 19 f, 35 (2.4), 


59 

Yakin and Boaz, 30 (with w.*), 369 

Yakob, Yakobites. See Jacob 

Yama, first man, in the Veda, 71 (z.?), 
83 

Yaman (or Yawan), 6 (z. 3), 160 f, 
210 


585 


Yamani, adventure at Ashdod, 161 
Yanhamu, Egyptian official, 48 (7.1), 
r15 (x.*), 479 
Yarham, Yerahme’el, 16, 27. (origin of 
name) 
no mere storm-god, 66 
a lion- and a steer-god, 35 
equivalent to Baal, 32, 61 77 
earlier and later, 30 7, 36 f; cp. 
32 (2. °) 
Creator, 37 f. 
sender of the Deluge, 140 ft 
a Semitic Pluto, 30, 53 7, 206 
absolutely wise, 38 7% 
a healer, 37, 41 f- 
his title Sedek, 194 
his title ‘ Face of Yahweh,’ 279 
Yarhon, stream, 228, 456, etc. 
Yarimuta, in Amarna letters, 480 (x. ?) 
Yarmuth, place-name, 479 
Yashar, Book of, 404 (with z. 4) 
Yebusites, in ch. x., 195, 336, 425 
Yegar-sahadutha, 389 
Yehudah, tribal name, 370 
Yerahme’el, name of a great race, Vii, 
viii, 18 
supposed earliest people, 96 
silver of, 316 
pillars, 369 
tree, 383 
Yerahme’el-Yahweh, 369, 391 
Yerahme’elites, racial centre of, 32 
great archers, 366 
weak religion of, 37 
reputed wisdom of, 40, 460 
priests and diviners of, 62, 376 
practices of the, forbidden, 5657 
Yeroham, origin of, 29 
Yeshurun, 23 7, 404 
Yetiir (Iturcea), 354 
Yima, ‘fair shepherd,’ 71 
king of Paradise, 14, 83, 129 
Yithro (Jethro), 40 (7. ) 
Yobab, 200, 430 
Yokebed, 539 


Zaphon. See Saphon 

Zarephath. See Sarephath 

Zebulun, tribal name, 148, 380 

Zerah, 311 

Zibeon. See Sibeon 

Zilpah, 373 

Zimmern, H., 22 (.1), 48 (2.4), 59 
GaP), Gas Aes, aaa (ey aie 


(notes), 125, 140, 142 (7.7%), 280 
(2.1), 496 f:, 569 (7.1) 
Zoan. See Soan 
Zoar. See Soar 
Zodiac, 5, 11, 437, 474 (”.1), 497 
Zoroaster, birth-story of, 289 
Zoroastrianism, Gen. i., supposed Zoro- 
astrian affinities, 2; similarly, Ex. 


ili. 14, 530 (z.”); Angra Mainyu 
(Abriman), 2; Amshaspands, 11, cp. 
38 (z.1); Ahura Mazda (Ormazd), 
I, 11, 38 (z.1), or Afharmazd, 10; 
Armarti, 38 (z.!); Iranian Deluge- 
myth, not original, 129; Dualism, 
1; Gaokerena, 84 ; Gayomard, 75 ; 
Gothic hymns, 1; Heaven-tree, 75 
(z.”); Healing plants (heavenly), 77,; 
Herb diet, primitive, 3; Light, 


586 ZTRADITIONS AND BELIEFS OF ANCIENT ISRAEL 


creation of, 11; Lights uncreated, 
ro; Mountain, heavenly, 83 7 ; 
Paradise, earthly, 84; Renovation 
of the world, 36; Thrita, a divine 
healer, 41; Vohtman, see Am- 
shaspands; Tree of Life, see Gao- 
kerena; Wisdom, heavenly, 38 
(z.?); Bahman Yast, i. 3, p. 282 
(Z2)\ i Ard ast anc Os p HEB Gs 
(2.3). See Tree-men, Yima 
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